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FOREWORD 


_ Protestants must make up their minds about what they 
think about the Church. Many of them have taken it for granted 
that all denominations can live in friendly harmony, and so 
they have thought that we should never say anything against 
another Christian group. But it has become clear that the 
Roman Catholic Church is determined to win this country, 
and is using every means of persuasion, and even political 
influence, to gain a favored position. It no longer is open to 
Protestants to do nothing about this issue. It is forced upon 
them. They must meet it. 

The basic question to be settled concerns the nature of the 
Church. Is it essentially a hierarchy with totalitarian powers? 
Did Jesus intend that kind of a church? The Roman Catholic 
Church claims that its hierarchy, and especially its pope, has 
absolute authority, and was given that authority by Jesus Christ 
himself. It denies that any other Christian group can claim a 
place in the Church. All Protestants, on this view, are outside 
of the Church of Christ. Every Protestant had better think 
clearly about this aggressive Roman Catholic intolerance. 

This Roman Catholic claim will not stand up under care- 
ful study. But many Protestants do not know the facts. Most 
books now available are too long and too technical to meet 
the need of the average Christian. We need statements that 
any intelligent church member can understand. Such a state- 
ment Mr. Kale gives in this book. He presents clearly the 
~ Roman Catholic claim. He then examines the leading lines of 
evidence, especially in the New Testament, and shows that the 
essential Protestant view of the Church is earlier than the 
Roman Catholic one, and has its roots in the New Testament 
itself. As a serious student and a faithful pastor, Mr. Kale 
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combines knowledge with practical interest in the work of 
the Church. His discussion should help many Protestants to 
understand better the truth of the Gospel and to value as 
never before the privilege of being a responsible member of 
the Christian fellowship. 


FLoyp V. FILSON, TH.D. 

Professor of New Testament 

McCormick Theological Seminary 
Chicago, Illinois 


CONTENTS 


Page 
Foreword Vv 
The Problem ] 
Scriptural Evidence Concerning Pope Peter au 
Testimony of the Apostolic Fathers 45 


Evolution of the Modern Roman Catholic Church 67 


Conclusion 9? 


Index 103 


ui i 
eae any, 


tf 
RANE, May 
bah TEN 


ve 
te 


r oan ie 
1G 
: Ai 


on i) 


j 
Het gb 


CHAPTER I 


THE PROBLEM 


M* BELL rang vigorously. At my door stood three agitated 

girls, perhaps twenty years of age, all strangers to me. 
They inquired if I were pastor of the church. Upon my affirma- 
tion one girl burst out with the problem that brought them to 
my door. 

Two of the girls were Protestants and one was Roman 
Catholic. The latter had made claims that the Roman Catholic 
Church was the only “true church,” for it was the original 
Church that Christ established. The Protestant girls had argued 
with her, but the more they argued the more confused and the 
more irritated they all became. So they hunted up a Protestant 
minister to help clear the atmosphere. Why they came to me 
I shall never know. 

There I was, confronted with three earnest Christian girls 
seeking information on a very controversial subject. I sincerely 
tried to respect the background and feelings of the Roman 
Catholic girl as well as those of the Protestant girls. I was 
expected to answer “Yes” or ‘‘No’’ to the question: “Was the 
Catholic Church the first church?’ Of course, anyone with a 
sense of history could not answer such a question with a “Yes” 
or “No.” 

Perhaps an hour or more was devoted to a review of early 
church history to help them see the process of history in the 
making of both the Roman Catholic Church, as we know it 
today, and the Protestant groups as we know them. When I 
was through they seemed to have a greater understanding of 
their problem and went away in a much better frame of mind, 
but I was not pleased with my very inadequate treatment of 
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a matter so vital to them, and to many others. The problem 
and the inadequate answer have haunted me for two years, for 
it was about that long ago when these sincere Christian girls 
came to me for light and I gave them only a dim candle. 

A few weeks ago I ran across a young man who at one time 
had come to my church occasionally. He had never come very 
much, but others in his family were members and very faithful. 
A. year or so ago he had married a Roman Catholic girl. Al- 
though he did not join her church and made no definite prom- 
ises about how the children should be reared, it was obvious 
that he had definitely come under the spell of Roman Catholic 
propaganda and was sure that the Roman Catholic Church 
was making great progress in the world, so that Protestantism 
was on the way out. He was also just about convinced that the 
Roman Catholic Church was the original church and therefore 
“true” in a sense that the Protestant churches of the various 
denominations were not. 

A day or two later I called in the home of a family that 
had never joined my church, but had attended for some time 
a few years ago. To my surprise the daughter had grown into 
a woman and was married to a Roman Catholic. She had re- 
fused to accept all the claims of the church as to the infalli- 
bility of the pope, but she was confirmed and became a Roman 
Catholic. She was completely convinced that the Roman Cath- 
olic Church was the first, and therefore the true church. 

When the Roman Catholic talks about his church being 
the first church he means that Christ gave authority to the 
Roman Catholic Church in such a way that that church has the 
divine truth guaranteed. He means that his church is infallible 
in doctrine and morals, that salvation comes to the individual 
through the Roman Catholic Church, and no other. He means 
that Christ set up the beginning of the hierarchy in Peter, 
and made him the Vicar of Christ, the Head of the Church, 
and that the popes were made the channel of transmission 
of divine truth, so that when they speak on religion and morals 
they are infallible. He also means that this is the only channel 
Christ ordained to maintain the divine truth in its purity. 


THE PROBLEM "| 
ROMAN CATHOLIC OFFICIAL STATEMENTS 


In order that there be no misunderstanding we shall pre- 
sent here, in part, the official statements of the Roman Cath- 
olic Church. We quote from the First Dogmatic Constitution 
on the Church of Christ which is part of the findings of the 
Vatican Council which met in 1870, as printed in Schaff’s 
Creeds of Christendom, Vol. I. 


And seeing that the gates of hell, with daily increase of 
hatred, are gathering their strength on every side to upheave 
the foundation laid by God’s own hand, and so, if that 
might be, to overthrow the Church: we, therefore, for the 
preservation, safekeeping, and increase of the Catholic flock, 
with the approval of the sacred Council, do judge it to be 
necessary to propose to the belief and acceptance of all the 
faithful, in accordance with the ancient and constant faith of 
the universal Church, the doctrine touching the institution, 
perpetuity, and nature of the sacred Apostolic Primacy, in 
which is found the strength and solidity of the entire Church, 
and at the same time to proscribe and condemn the contrary 
errors, so hurtful to the flock of Christ. (p. 257.) 

We therefore teach and declare that, according to the 
testimony of the Gospel, the primacy of jurisdiction over 
the universal Church of God was immediately and directly 
promised and given to blessed Peter the Apostle by Christ 
the Lord . . . At open variance with this clear doctrine of 
Holy Scripture as it has been understood by the Catholic 
Church are the perverse opinions of those who, while they 
distort the form of government established by Christ the 
Lord in His Church, deny that Peter in his single person, 
preferably to all the other Apostles, whether taken separately 
or together, was endowed by Christ with a true and proper 
primacy of jurisdiction; or of those who assert that the 
same primacy was not bestowed immediately and directly 
upon blessed Peter himself, but upon the Church, and 
through the Church on Peter as her minister. 

If any one, therefore, shall say that blessed Peter the 
Apostle was not appointed the Prince of all the Apostles and 
the visible Head of the whole Church Militant; or that the 
same directly and immediately received from the same our 
Lord Jesus Christ a primacy of honor only, and not of true 
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and proper jurisdiction: let him be anathema. (pp. 258-260.) 

If, then, any should deny that it is by the institution of 
Christ the Lord, or by divine right, that blessed Peter should 
have a perpetual line of successors in the Primacy over the 
universal Church, or that the Roman Pontiff is the successor 
of blessed Peter in this primacy: let him be anathema. 
(pp. 261-262.) 

Hence we teach and declare that by the appointment of 
our Lord the Roman Church possesses a superiority of or- 
dinary power over all other churches, and that this power 
of jurisdiction of the Roman Pontiff, which is truly episco- 
pal, is immediate; to which all, of whatever rite and dignity, 
both pastors and faithful, both individually and collectively, 
are bound, by their duty of hierarchical subordination and 
true obedience, to submit not only in matters which belong 
to faith and morals, but also in those that appertain to the 
discipline and government of the Church throughout the 
world, so that the Church of Christ may be one flock under 
one supreme pastor through the preservation of unity both 
of communion and of profession of the same faith with the 
Roman Pontiff. This is the teaching of Catholic truth, from 
which no one can deviate without loss of faith and of salva- 
tion. (pp. 262-263.) 

If then, any shall say that the Roman Pontiff has the office 
merely of inspection or direction, and not full and supreme 
power of jurisdiction over the universal Church, not only in 
things which belong to faith and morals, but also in those 
which relate to the discipline and government of the Church 
spread throughout the world; or assert that he possesses 
merely the principal part, and not the fulness of this supreme 
power; or that this power which he enjoys is not ordinary 
and immediate, both over each and all the churches, and 
over each and all the pastors and the faithful: let him be 
anathema. (pp. 265-6.) 

Therefore, faithfully adhering to the tradition received 
from the beginning of the Christian faith, for the glory of 
God our Saviour, the exaltation of the Catholic religion, and 
the salvation of Christian people, the sacred Council ap- 
proving, we teach and define that it is a dogma divinely 
revealed: that the Roman Pontiff, when he speaks ex cathe- 
dra, that is, when in discharge of the office of pastor and 
doctor of all Christians, by virtue of his supreme Apostolic 
authority, he defines a doctrine regarding faith and morals 
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to be held by the universal Church, by the divine assistance 
promised to him in blessed Peter, is possessed of that infalli- 
bility with which the divine Redeemer willed that his 
Church should be endowed for defining doctrine regarding 
faith and morals; and that therefore such definitions of the 
Roman Pontiff are irreformable of themselves, and not from 
the consent of the Church. 

But if any one—which may God avert—presume to con- 
tradict this our definition: let him be anathema. (pp. 270- 
2713) 


All foregoing statements are from the declarations of the 
Vatican Council in 1870. Now, to have before us official 
statements concerning Roman Catholic opinion about the 
“only true Church,” we quote some of the so-called errors in 
the Papal Syllabus of Errors* issued by Pope Pius IX, in 1864, 
from Schaff’s Creeds of Christendom. It should be noted that 
the statements about to be presented are presented as errors, 
so Pope Pius IX was really saying that the opposite of these 
statements is true. This must be clearly understood or confusion 
will result. 


Error No. 18. Protestantism is nothing more than another 
form of the same true Christian religion, in which it is pos- 
sible to be equally pleasing to God as in the Catholic 
Church. (p. 217.) 


In other words,-Pope Pius IX meant to say that Protestants 
cannot please God as do the Roman Catholics. 


Error No, 21. The Church has not the power of defining 
dogmatically that the religion of the Catholic is the only 
true religion. (p. 218.) 


* We are aware that this document is not considered to be authentic Roman 
Catholic doctrine, but it was used by Pope Pius IX for purposes of educa- 
tion and indoctrination and does express the papal interpretation of doc- 
trines. Thus, recent objections to quotations from this papal document on 
the ground that it is not Roman Catholic doctrine has every appearance of 
quibbling or evasion. 


6 ONLY ONE TRUE CHURCH? 


That is, the Roman Catholic Church does have power to 
dogmatically define its religion as the only true religion. 


Error No. 77, In the present day, it is no longer expedient 
that the Catholic religion shall be held as the only religion 
of the State, to the exclusion of all other modes of worship. 


(p. 232.) 


That is, it is still expedient to hold the Roman Catholic reli- 
gion as the only religion of the state, to the exclusion of all 
other modes of worship. 


Error No. 78. Whence it has been wisely provided by law, 
in some countries called Catholic, that persons coming to 
reside therein shall enjoy the public exercise of their own 
worship. (p. 232.) 


That is, it is unwise to permit the public exercise of worship 
to others in countries where Roman Catholics have sufficient 
strength to deny it. 

Not only does the Roman Catholic Church assume that 
it has the truth of God as no other church has, but it also con- 
siders it error to permit freedom of worship for those who 
are not Roman Catholics. That such an exclusive position 
should be taken seriously by a great church seems almost un- 
believable to people who have grown up in the Protestant 
tradition of freedom. 

This is a very interesting doctrine. It is the basic point in 
the propagation of the Roman Catholic teachings. It raises 
questions in the minds of Protestants who have not studied 
church history, so that they begin to wonder whether they 
have divine truth or human error. If they listen to the Roman 
Catholic side of the argument and do not have all the historical 
facts before them, it is easy to see how they could be swept off 
their feet. This happens many times, especially when young 
people fall in love and want to get married. The Roman Cath- 
olic Church is dogmatic in its position, whereas the Protes- 
tants, having been accustomed to an easygoing spirit of good 
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will and broad tolerance, feel that all Christians worship the 
same God, so one form of religion is just as good as another. 
With intolerant dogmatism on the one side and almost un- 
limited tolerance on the other, it often happens that the Ro- 
man Catholic wins the Protestant into acquiescence. Some- 
times happy homes are established that way, but more often 
the husband and wife give up both forms of religion to have 
peace in the home. Then children grow up with no religion. 

These sweeping claims of the Roman Catholic Church 
about having divine truth guaranteed by infallible authority 
committed to the hierarchy by Christ himself have very strong 
propaganda value among people who are neither Roman Cath- 
olic nor Protestant in any active sense. When confronted with 
the claims of religion they are glad to find all the truth 
wrapped up in a neat little package and handed to them from 
Christ himself through the mediation of a succession of in- 
fallible hands. They are also glad to find that this neat little 
package need not be looked into with a critical eye, for it claims 
to be the deposit of truth and is to be implicitly accepted and 
believed as an act of faith. 


NEED FOR HANDBOOK OF HISTORICAL FACTS 


The writer believes that the time has come when non-Cath- 
olics should have a little handbook available that faces honestly 
and squarely this’ broad claim of primacy and infallibility, so 
that they may intelligently face the issue. There is no need to 
get hysterical and fear the growth of Roman Catholicism in 
America. All that Americans need are facts on which to base 
their decisions. 

This little handbook is designed to put in the hands of 
interested persons an honest historical study, in popular lan- 
guage, of the development of the Christian church, she 
Church of Christ and his disciples. The original church was 
neither Roman Catholic nor Protestant, as we use those terms 
today. What we know as the Roman Catholic Church did not 
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take on its present form in organization until a long time after 
Christ; and its doctrines, far from having been “given” by 
Christ, are even today taking on strange accretions for which 
there is no Scriptural warrant and no early church tradition. 
The recent declaration of the dogma of the assumption of 
Maty would, we believe, have astounded Peter and the other 
Apostles! 

The writer has no intention of stirring up animosity be- 
tween Roman Catholics and Protestants. For years he has 
sought to be utterly fair to Roman Catholics and has done much 
in an effort to maintain good will between Roman Catholics, 
Protestants, and Jews. 

But with the extravagant claims of the Roman Catholic 
Church about primacy and infallibility getting more and more 
publicity, and with the aggressive effort to win converts from 
Protestantism to Roman Catholicism by the advertising cam- 
paign of the Knights of Columbus and the inquiry classes in 
many areas, even sending invitations to Protestants, it seems 
fitting that if Protestants really believe they have divine truth 
the time has come for them to start talking about it, and start 
informing their people about the firm foundations of Prot- 
estant faith. 

Hence, this booklet is written to give a reason for the faith 
that is in Protestants. We believe that Protestantism is closer 
to the religion that Jesus established than is Roman Ca- 
tholism, and we believe that reference to the facts of history 
will convince the minds of those who will face facts without 
prejudice. 


SERIOUS RAMIFICATIONS OF ROMAN 
CATHOLIC DOCTRINE 


Before entering upon this historical survey, we should see 
more clearly that this matter of Roman Catholic primacy and 
infallibility is not a mere academic question. It is an intensely 
practical question with many important ramifications: 
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1.—If divine truth is guaranteed to the Roman Catholic Church 
and to no other, then a person must belong to the Roman 
Catholic Church to be saved. At any rate, if a person does not 
belong to the Roman Catholic Church he is taking an un- 
necessary risk. 


2.—If divine truth is guaranteed to the Roman Catholic Church 
and to no other, then that church is under heavy responsibility 
for saving the lost. So it is logical for a deliberate effort to be 
made to convert Protestants as well as non-Christians to the 
Roman Catholic faith. 


3.—If divine truth is guaranteed to the Roman Catholic Church 
and to no other, then that church must protect its members 
from the “false” teaching of Protestants, and Greek Catholics, 
and non-Christians. So an elaborate program is carried out to 
that end. Parochial schools are set up to train the minds of the 
children and youth in the Roman Catholic ways. Strict censor- 
ship of books and publications is maintained. A book on te- 
ligion or morals that has been condemned by the Roman 
Church may not be read by a faithful Catholic. 


Concerning the reading of the publications of the Y.M. 
C.A. and other organizations, Canon Law Digest* which con- 
tains the officially published documents affecting the code of 
Canon Law (1917-1933), on page 609 says: 


Among such measures the Sacred Congregation recom- 
mends that in every diocese there should be a public dec- 
laration by the Bishop to the effect that the papers, maga- 
zines, and other writings of these societies which are certainly 
pernicious, and which are being scattered broadcast in order 
to instill into the minds of Catholics the errors of rationalism 
and religious indifferentism, are forbidden by the law of the 
Church itself. 


* Canon Law Digest (1917-1933), by T. Lincoln Bouscaren, S.J., Professor 
of Canon Law, St. Mary, Lake Seminary, Mundelein, Il]. The Bruce Publish- 
ing Co., Milwaukee. 
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Again on page 610: 


Catholics may not support, favor, or read papers which 
are edited by men whose writings are in notable opposition 
to Catholic doctrine in faith and morals, and who in their 
headlines, articles, and reviews, propound, especially for 
young people, doctrines which are full of danger to their 
spiritual welfare. 


In answer to an inquiry whether a paper forbidden in 
France would also be forbidden in China, this authoritative 
book says: 


Holy Mother Church wishes by such decrees to preserve 
and safeguard faith and morals; and for this purpose 
the Code, in ¢c. 1396, clearly provides that books condemned 
by the Holy See are considered as prohibited in all places 
and in whatever language they are translated. 


There is a grave hazard to the Roman Catholic system if 
their members should know of opinions of other people on 
religion and morals. They dare not take the risk of freedom 
of thought. If their people were informed, they might begin 
to doubt the infallibility of the popes and the absolute unique- 
ness of their own church. 


4.—If divine truth is guaranteed to the Roman Catholic Church 
and to no other, then it is logical to be very strict about mar- 
tiages with non-Catholics. For the protection of the Roman 
Catholic mate from the hazard of apostasy and for the salva- 
tion of children that may be born in that new home, it becomes 
paramount to try every device to convert the non-Catholic. If 
that fails, then the non-Catholic must at least sign a paper 
agreeing to permit the education of the children in the Roman 
Catholic faith and to promise never to try to convert the Roman 
Catholic to the Protestant or other faith. However, the Roman 
Catholic mate must promise the priest to try to convert the 
non-Catholic to the Roman Catholic faith. This is, of course, 
logical if the Roman Catholics have the truth and the Protes- 
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tants falsehood. A powerful emotional weapon is held over 
the head of the Roman Catholic in that if he marries without 
the blessing of his Church, he is not really married, but actu- 
ally living in adultery. This is especially potent for young 
women, for they have a tender, instinctive desire that their 
marriage will be rich and beautiful and blessed in the sight 
of God, and not be debased in adultery. 

The authoritative book, Marriage Legislation in the New 
Code of Canon Law* throws light on this controversial sub- 
ject. The Roman Catholic Church forbids its members to marry 
Protestants and all non-Catholics: 


The Church grants no dispensation from the impediment of 
mixed religion, unless: 1. There be just and grave causes; 2. 
The non-Catholic party gives guarantees that the danger of 
perversion for the Catholic party will be removed, and both 
parties promise that all the children will be baptized and 
brought up only in the Catholic faith; 3. There be a moral 
certainty that the promises will be fulfilled. (p. 102.) 


A few of the ‘‘just and grave causes” for which the Roman 
Catholic Church would permit a member to marry a non-Cath- 
olic are given: 


1. Grave scandal from pregnancy; 2. Predominance of here- 
tics (Protestants) or schismatics (Eastern Orthodox) or in- 
fidels (Jews and other non-Christians) in a given region, 
provided Catholics are free to practice their religion; 3. If 
a mixed marriage were the only means whereby children, 
born of another mixed union, will be educated in the Catho- 
lic Church; 4. Danger of apostasy of the Catholic party if 
the dispensation is denied; 5. Revalidation of a “civil” mar- 
riage; 6. Probable danger of a marriage before a judge or 
a minister; 7. Well-founded hope of the conversion of the 
heretical party or of the non-Catholic family. (p. 103.) 


Concerning the promises that must be made, this authorita- 
tive work continues: 


* H. A. Ayrinhac, revised and enlarged by P. J. Lydon, both of St. Patrick 
Seminary, Menlo Park, California, Benziger Brothers, New York: 1938. 
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The non-Catholic must agree not to place any obstacle to 
the faith or morals of the Catholic consort, that is, the 
Catholic must be free to receive the sacraments, and not be 
forced or induced to consent to immoral practices. Both 
parties must agree to have all the children baptized and 
trained in the Catholic faith alone. Full Catholic training 
involves attendance at the Catholic school wherever possible. 


(p. 106.) 


The Catholic would be excommunicated from the church 
if he or she agreed with the mate, prior to the marriage, to 
rear one sex in one faith and the other sex in the other faith. 
Furthermore: 


Catholics who presume to present their children for baptism 
to non-Catholic ministers incur the same penalty (excom- 
munication); also parents or guardians who with full knowl- 
edge of the sin and the punishment have the children edu- 
cated in a non-Catholic religion. (p. 107.) 


It is also enjoined that “The Catholic party is bound 
prudently to procure the conversion of the non-Catholic 
patty” (p. 111). A Catholic is also forbidden to marry per- 
sons who are members of these societies: ““Masons, Oddfellows, 
Knights of Pythias, Sons of Temperance, Independent Order 
of Good Templars” (p. 119). 


5.—If divine truth is guaranteed to the Roman Catholic Church 
and to no other, then that church must have freedom to 
propagate its truth everywhere and may find some justification 
for interfering with and counteracting the propagation of any 
other religious teaching whenever that policy seems practicable. 
So the Roman Catholic Church never practices freedom of 
worship in the sense in which the non-Catholic Americans un- 
derstand and use the term. They demand freedom for them- 
selves and frustrate or refuse freedom for others. 

Wherever Protestantism is strong Roman Catholics insist 
upon freedom of worship for themselves. Wherever Roman 
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Catholics are in the majority or can use their balance of power 
to control policy, they frustrate or prohibit freedom of wor- 
ship for others. In Spain today, the Catholics, in cooperation 
with Fascist Franco, have closed Protestant schools and churches. 
Protestants have freedom of worship privately in their homes, 
but they cannot propagate their faith with anything that Ameri- 
cans would call freedom. For four-hundred years Catholics 
have been dominant in South America and in Old Mexico. 
Freedom of religion is not a heritage south of the Rio Grande 
in the sense in which it is in the United States. Protestant 
missionaries have died as martyrs as they have attempted 
peacefully to present Jesus Christ in Protestant terms. Prot- 
estant schools and churches have been wrecked in Colombia 
as recently as December 23, 1951. 

It is interesting and of practical importance to know what 
are the “principles of eternal and unchangeable truth” as 
interpreted by the Roman Catholic Church in the realm of the 
relations of church and state. For when we know these “‘prin- 
ciples of eternal and unchangeable truth” we can understand 
why Protestants are forbidden religious liberty in Spain, why 
Protestant missionaries in Colombia have recently been treated 
with violence and church buildings have been dynamited and 
burned by mobs led sometimes by Roman Catholic clergy. 
These acts are in accord with their “eternal and unchangeable 
truth.”’ 

So that we may see the issue clearly let us look at Colombia, 
where we have an abundance of documentation of persecution 
in keeping with Roman Catholic “truth.” The National Council 
Outlook, official publication of the National Council of the 
Churches of Christ in the United States of America, under 
date of February, 1952, carried the report of the following 
action: 


The Division of Foreign Missions of the National Coun- 
cil of the Churches of Christ in the United States of America, 
at its second annual Assembly, held in Toronto, Canada, 
January 3-6, 1952, requests the State Department of the 
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United States of America to take appropriate action regard- 
ing the continued violation of religious freedom in Colom- 
bia, South America, and the illegal acts against Protestants 
in that country, including American missionaries. Flagrant 
incidents of this nature occurred in Bogota, the capital, on 
December 22-23, 1951, when a mob, incited and led by a 
Roman Catholic priest, twice attacked the newly constructed 
church building of the Baptist denomination while dedication 
ceremonies were being held. Serious damage was done to the 
church, and a Colombian Protestant pastor was injured. 

The American Embassy in Bogota, advised of this outbreak 
of violence, called upon the proper authorities to furnish 
police protection on each occasion, but this was long de- 
layed and inadequate. 

Attacks upon Protestant church buildings, congregations 
and individuals in Colombia, including American mission- 
aries, have occurred again and again during the past two 
years. In March, 1950, vigorous protests were made by 
church officials in the United States, following incidents in 
which Protestant churches were dynamited, property was 
destroyed, and members of congregations were beaten, and 
in some instances, killed. Subsequent to these protests, the 
Colombian Embassy in Washington gave assurances that 
steps would be taken by the Colombian government to in- 
vestigate cases of persecution and violence and to prevent 
further outbreaks. 

Notwithstanding these assurances, many other similar inci- 
dents have since occurred, culminating in the outbreak on 
December 22-23, 1951, in the capital itself recorded above. 

These events have occurred in spite of the fact that the 
government of Colombia is a signatory to the Universal Dec- 
laration of Human Rights of the United Nations which 
guarantees religious freedom, as does also the constitution of 
Colombia. 

Therefore, the Division of Foreign Missions of the Na- 
tional Council of the Churches of Christ in the United States 
of America urges the State Department to make vigorous for- 
mal protest to the Colombian government, and to obtain 
assurance that such acts of violence and persecution will not 
again be repeated.* 


* National Council Outlook, February, 1952, p. 6. 
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From a report on Colombia in Presbyterian Life (Septem- 
ber 20, 1952, pp. 23-4) it appears that no progress is being 
made in the direction of religious liberty. There are “450 
documented cases of persecution in the past three years—more 
than a hundred of which have occurred in the past eight 
months.” A careful reading of this report will show that 
there is no evidence of hope in the near future. Chancellor 
Carrizosa and the Roman Catholic bishops of Ibague and 
Pasto are agreed in the principles described above. Protestants 
may worship inside of a building so long as they do not teach 
or in any way try to propagate their faith, but freedom of 
speech and freedom of the press are perversions of liberty 
when practiced by non-Catholics. Roman Catholics must “pro- 
tect” their people from Protestant “error.” 

As we go to press our attention is called to more recent 
events in Colombia as reported in Presbyterian Life (March 6, 
1954, pp. 21-23). 


One of the latest examples of this denial of minimum 
rights is the trouble encountered by the missionaries and con- 
gregation of a Mennonite Brethren center in Istmina, State 
Ore noco.”, .: 

In October, Istmina’s mayor, Sr. Fidel Mosquera, issued 
a resolution ordering that all Protestant work stop; all mis- 
sionaries leave; and that the property, which included a 
school, health center, and church, be sold by December 15, 
1953: 

The Mennonite mission’s leaders protested this action as 
being illegal and stood firm. On December 22, the mayor 
stated that worship services could be continued inside homes 
or the church building, but that activity outside the mission 
property was prohibited. 

On December 23, a local Roman Catholic priest denounced 
the Protestants over a loudspeaker and said he had govern- 
ment support to attack the evangelicals. The Protestants heard 
this threat and requested police protection for their Christ- 
mas Eve service. 

The next evening two policemen sent by Mayor Mosquera 
showed up near the Protestant church, walked past it, and 
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disappeared. A mob led by two priests stoned the church 
during the service. On Christmas Day, a Roman Catholic 
teaching brother brought a group of children in front of the 
church. The children threw stones at the building and shouted 
taunts at the Protestants. The children and the brother came 
back to repeat their performance on December 26. 

On the nights of December 30 and 31 and January 1 and 
2, a priest led mobs to the church, where they sang and 
shouted insults at the evangelicals. On Sunday, January 3, 
two priests led a similar mob to the church just before a reg- 
ularly scheduled worship service. On January 31, at 7:45 
P.M. Father Conrado Hernandez and two armed men broke 
up a worship service at the Mennonite church. The men fired 
rifles into the floor of the building, and the priest shouted a 
forty-five-minute attack on Protestantism. 

Articles 313 and 314 of Chapter VIII, the Colombian Pe- 
nal Code (Law 95) state, ‘‘He who impedes or perturbs by 
means of threats, abuse, demonstrations of disrespect, or 
contempt, the celebration of religious ceremonies or func- 
tions, of whatever form of worship permitted in the nation, 
will be subject to the penalty of arrest from one to six months 
and a fine of from 20 to 200 pesos.” 

Father Hernandez was not arrested or fined, as far as is 
known. Nor have any of the scores of priests and other 
anti-Protestant Colombians who have disrupted evangelical 
services during the past five years. 


There will be incidents of Roman Catholic persecution 
again and again, but Protestants should always bear in mind 
that such persecutions are designed to promote the “welfare” 
of the people by protecting them from “Protestant error,’’ and 
that liberty may properly be granted only to the “one true 
Church.” 

We must acknowledge a serious limitation to liberty in 
the United States. We may well be proud of the contribution 
we have made to freedom for our own people and for the 
world, but there is one restriction that should cause us to hang 
our heads in shame. I refer to the obstructions to liberty that we 
permit to operate against minority groups in our beloved 
nation. 
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This sin weighs most heavily upon us white Protestants, 
for we are in the majority. We are not the only sinners, but 
we are the most numerous. 

I choose to call this defection a sin, for it is a violation of 
divine law and divine truth. 

God created the heavens and the earth, and He made of 
one blood all nations. All men have been created equal. They 
are not equal in numerical strength. They are equal as children 
of the same creative God, in whose image all have been created. 
This means that all have the natural inherent right to life, 
liberty and the pursuit of happiness. 

When the Declaration of Independence was written the 
Colonists did not intend to include Negroes and Indians as 
those having these “unalienable rights.’’ However, the right- 
eous ferment of our Christian faith permeated and affected 
the ethical sensitivity of later Americans, leading to the con- 
viction among many that slavery was not the will of God. 
Economic interest seemed to influence the conscience different- 
ly in the North and in the South. Political rivalry sharpened 
the issue until the Civil War finally broke out. 

Military expediency made it legal for Abraham Lincoln 
to proclaim the slaves free. Constitutional amendment made 
emancipation permanent and brought full citizenship to all 
Negroes. All liberties guaranteed by the Constitution and Bill 
of Rights to some citizens are guaranteed to all. 

Contrary to our Christian faith and in violation of the 
basic law of our land, Negroes and other minority groups are 
often treated as second-rate citizens, and are not accorded full 
freedom. This is a sin against God and subversion against the 
United States. 

The United States of America is in the spotlight of world 
opinion. The leaders of more than one billion colored people 
of the world judge our democracy by the way we treat Ne- 
groes. Jim Crow practices in Washington, D. C., neutralize 
our good intentions and standard of living to retarded peoples, 
frustrate our neighborly policies, jeopardize our friendships, 
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and endanger democracy in our distraught world harassed by 
both Communism and extreme nationalism. 

The time has come when Americans must face this prob- 
lem with more sincerity and frankness than has been customary. 
We must face this problem: as Christians, believing that all 
people are God’s children born with inalienable rights; as 
American citizens, believing in obedience to the basic law of 
our land; as patriots, seeking the honor and prestige of our 
nation in the world; as world citizens, believing in democracy 
for all nations and all peoples. This is a situation in which 
religious and ethical principles merge with practical politics, 
economic prosperity, democratic progress, world order and 
lasting peace. Progress can come only in blending idealism and 
realism. 

Persons of good will await the new birth of freedom for 
millions of our fellow Americans. But we persons of good will 
ought to be less patient about the slowness of this new birth, 
and we ought to join in a righteous crusade to share our liber- 
ties with all those who have equal right to them. 


6.—If divine truth is guaranteed to the Roman Catholic Church 
and to no other, then that church has a solemn duty to bring 
its truth to bear upon every area of life. So it is logical that a 
bishop should write a book instructing Roman Catholics how 
to behave as Catholics while they are serving the community 
as physicians, nurses, lawyers, judges, teachers and magistrates. 

The interesting thing is that Roman Catholic doctrine, all 
unknown to most people, often means duty being enjoined 
upon a Roman Catholic to act entirely contrary to the ideals 
of our American culture. For instance, if an expectant mother 
should be having difficulty with her unborn infant so that 
best professional advice would indicate that the mother would 
die unless abortion were induced, a Roman Catholic doctor 
would run counter to his church if he should induce abortion. 
He dare not remove the fetus in order to save the life of the 
mother, even though the fetus may be only of a few days 
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development, or even though the fetus may be known to be 
abnormal or monstrous. The mother’s life is no more valuable 
in the eyes of the church than the life of the fetus. Nor could 
such an abortion be permitted in a Roman Catholic hospital, 
nor could a Roman Catholic nurse assist a non-Catholic doctor 
in such an operation in a non-Catholic hospital, unless she 
were given a minor role and would be in danger of losing her 
job if she did not assist. 

Therefore, an expectant mother, whether Roman Catholic 
or Protestant, under the care of a Roman Catholic doctor or 
having treatment in a Roman Catholic hospital, would be 
given no preference for life over the unborn fetus if trouble 
should develop. How many Protestant husbands know this 
ramification of Roman Catholic doctrine? 


7.—If divine truth is guaranteed to the Roman Catholic 
Church by means of transmission from Christ to Peter and 
thereafter to our own time, then that church must have 
hierarchic, and not democratic, organization and control. The 
Roman hierarchy guarantees proper transmission. So it is in 
keeping with the genius of Roman Catholicism that authori- 
tarianism, and not democracy should prevail. The Roman 
Catholic Church insists that this applies only to religion and 
morals, but in practice it has extended to political and social 
affairs. It is difficult to see how totalitarianism can prevail in 
religion and morals, and at the same time democracy operate 
in other areas of life. And, in fact, no such division has oc- 
curred in communities where Roman Catholicism has been 
strong enough to be dominant. 

Democratic idealism in France was in opposition to the 
Roman Catholic Church in the French Revolution. Protes- 
tants colonized America as they sought religious and political 
liberty in this land of opportunity. It is true that French 
Catholics went into the interior and sought to convert the 
Indians. The only stronghold of French Catholicism left in 
North America is the Province of Quebec in Canada and one 
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may find there the antithesis of everything that an American 
would call democracy. With Protestantism the dominant re- 
ligious and moral influence in the United States, we have 
maintained democratic ideals and methods, although no 
Protestant would pretend to have achieved perfection. But if 
comparison between Roman Catholicism and Protestantism 
seems desirable, let that person compare the ideals and practices 
of democracy in the United States and Canada with that in 
Latin America and French Quebec. 

As we said, then, Protestantism has dominated civilization 
in the United States and Canada, excepting Quebec. Roman 
Catholicism has dominated the civilization in French Quebec. 

In Latin America dictatorship is the established custom, 
and wherever promises of democracy appear there, they are 
born, not in the Roman Catholic hierarchy, but in the demo- 
cratic culture that flows across national boundaries in a world 
of extensive communications. 


ROMAN CHURCH AND POLITICAL 
DICTATORSHIPS 


Events in current history lead one to ask whether the Ro- 
man Catholic Church has acted like a true church in its rela- 
tionships with dictators like Mussolini, Hitler, and Franco. 

The Roman Catholic Church signed a concordat with 
Fascist Italy in 1929 and with Nazi Germany in 1933; and 
these were not the type of working agreements that simply 
defined the rights and privileges of the church in relation to 
the government, and the rights and privileges of the state in 
relation to the church. These concordats carried the provision 
that the church was to co-operate with the state in achieving its 
goals. In other words, the Roman Catholic Church as repre- 
sented by the papacy agreed to help advance Mussolini’s and 
Hitler’s goals in exchange for concessions made to the Vatican. 
These facts are attested by the Roman Catholic historian, 
Professor Luigi Sturzo:* 


* Church and State, Longmans, Green & Co., New York: 1939, p. 536. 
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Since the Great War (World War I) two types of concor- 
dats have been employed. The one is a modus vivendi to 
establish the position of the Church in respect of her hier- 
archy and Catholic culture and education, either with a laic 
State or with a non-Catholic State in which there are Catholic 
provinces. Such were the concordats with the three States of 
what was once the Little Entente and with some of the 
three States of what was once the Weimar Reich. The other 
type has a wider scope, implying over and above the sections 
concerned with canonical questions a kind of co-operation of 
the Church for the ends of the dictatorial State—such the 
Concordat with Italy in 1929 and that with Nazi Germany 
OSS" 2 


It is true that both Mussolini and Hitler failed to live up 
to their parts of the agreement and the Vatican found itself 
cheated and betrayed, so these concordats did not turn out to 
be very satisfactory so far as the Roman Catholic Church was 
concerned. However, a Protestant and anyone interested in 
civil liberties must be chiefly interested in how it was possible 
for an “infallible Church” and the “Vicar of Christ” to join 
hands with Mussolini in the Fascist program in Italy and to 
join hands with Hitler in the Nazi program in Germany. 

Those desiring to defend the Vatican in this unholy al- 
liance with Mussolini and Hitler may say that hindsight is 
more accurate than foresight, but I think that is no answer 
in this case. Pope Pius XI knew that he was entering into 
an agreement with dictatorial leaders who had no respect for 
man’s liberties. When Mussolini came to power I was a young 
man, three years out of theological seminary, and not very 
wise in world affairs, but I preached a sermon the next Sunday 
deploring the tragedy that had befallen Italy and predicted 
that human liberty had been retarded at least one generation 
for Italians. Surely the Pope, mature and experienced, knew 
what kind of company he was keeping in joining hands with 
Mussolini and Hitler. 

Why did he do it, do you ask? The answer is obvious: to 
win favors for the Roman Catholic Church. 

Sturzo, in the book cited, describing Mussolini's conquest 
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of Abyssinia and the Roman Catholic Church’s attitude to- 
ward the aggression, makes it clear that in spite of the Fascist 
government’s intentions to conquer and annex that small coun- 
try, 

. most of the bishops, clergy and Catholic press of Italy 
took up a clear position in favour of the war and against 
sanctions. From abundant documentation it may be noted 
that the ethical problem raised by the war was considered 
from three standpoints: (1) That the government of a 
country was sole judge of the justice of its own cause and 
that the people was obliged to obey; (2) that the African 
war was a war for Christian civilization; (3) that sanctions 
were immoral as seeking to impede Italy in the exercise of 
a right ... In other countries, Catholics were in the major- 
ity against the war, judging it as immoral, and were dis- 
tressed at the behaviour of the clergy and Catholic press 
in Italy. (p. 503.) 


Sturzo further points out that the Italian Government was 
in good relations with the Holy See even in such an immoral 
war. Sturzo does not draw the logical conclusion, but does 
give the evidence for the conclusion that Pope Pius XI was 
going along with Mussolini in this war of aggression and con- 
quest because it was a “war for Christian civilization,” which 
means that the Roman Catholic Church might thereby win for 
the “true Church” that ancient land with its historic Coptic 
faith. 

Is it possible for the head of the Roman Catholic hierarchy 
to collaborate with a Mussolini, and a Hitler without forfeiting 
his right to the place of spiritual leadership in the Church of 
Christ? This question is particularly pertinent in the middle 
of the twentieth century when the principles of democracy and 
human rights are well known. This would not have been 
unexpected in the Middle Ages, but today it is incomprehensi- 
ble, if not reprehensible. We expect higher ideals today from 
spiritual leaders. 


8.—If divine truth is guaranteed to the Roman Catholic 
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Church and to no other, then that church is justified in using 
every means possible to propagate its message, for divine 
truth is more important than any other truth. Therefore, the 
Roman Catholic Church is justified in favoring separation of 
church and state when that is expedient, but would favor 
state help for the church when that is practical. For example, 
Catholics want separation of church and state if a community 
predominantly Protestant, would like to have religious instruc- 
tion in cooperation with the public schools. But the Catholic 
Church does not hesitate to use its propaganda and lobbying 
resources to get public tax money to provide transportation 
and food for children in parochial schools. And, in Catholic- 
dominated communities, public taxes pay for the building and 
the running expenses of parochial schools. This strange Cath- 
olic mind is understandable if we remind ourselves that the 
Roman Catholic Church thinks it has the truth, all the truth, 
and no one else has it. 

All this seems so absurd to the Protestant who has studied 
a little history and made a few observations in our modern 
world, that he can scarcely believe that the Roman Catholic 
Church is serious in its assumptions. Nevertheless, that is the 
traditional and present philosophy of the Roman Catholic 
Church. 

Let us now examine the historical basis for the assumption 
that Christ transmitted to Peter and Peter to his successor, and 
so on until the present time, the divine truth in such a way that 
Roman Catholic doctrine is “infallible” and that the Roman 
Catholic Church is the “only true Church.” It is our intention 
to limit this study to this inquiry, and omit all other consider- 
ations. 


QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER I 


1. What does the Roman Catholic Church teach today about the 
authority Christ gave to Peter ? 


2. What does the Roman Catholic Church teach today about au- 
thority passing from one bishop of Rome to his successors? 
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3. How does the Roman Catholic Church classify those who reject 
its exclusive claims ? 


4, What does the Roman Catholic Church teach about freedom of 
worship for themselves? For Protestants ? 


5. State the ramifications of Roman Catholic doctrine as it applies to: 
a) Salvation outside the Roman Church. 
b) Roman Catholics reading non-Roman literature. 
c) Marriage between Roman Catholics and others. 
d) Freedom of worship. 
e) Medicine and surgery. 
f) Authoritarianism and democracy. 
g)- Relation of church and state. 


CHAPTER II 


SCRIPTURAL EVIDENCE CONCERNING 
“POPE” PETER 


Wr EVIDENCE is there in the Bible to support the 

assumption that Christ gave authority to the twelve 
apostles, and particularly to Peter, to define and describe 
divine truth and transmit infallibly that divine truth to suc- 
cessors in the office of bishop of Rome—or pope? And what 
evidence is there in the Bible that no church is truly valid un- 
less it accepts the domination of the pope? The Roman Cath- 
olic Church purports to base these assumptions upon the Bible 
and upon early church history. 


DID CHRIST APPOINT PETER POPE? 


In answer to the second question, there is not one iota of 
evidence in the Bible to support that assumption. If it has any 
validity at all it must come from the first assumption, for it is 
a mere corollary of the first. If Christ did vest the Church in 
his day with full authority and divine truth, and if Christ did 
set in motion the plan to transmit that authority and divine 
truth through the hierarchy to all generations, then it is logical 
to say that Christ did not give that authority to any other church. 
He would give that kind of authority to one church only, if he 
would give it at all. Protestants believe that such authority 
Christ gave to no one and to no church. 

Now, let us examine the evidence as found in the New 
Testament. Does the New Testament support the assumption 
of the Roman Catholic Church? If the idea had not appeared 
centuries afterward ready-made, would any careful student 
of the New Testament suspect that Jesus intended to establish 
any such church, or that Peter or Paul or any other character 
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portrayed in the New Testament, or any writer of any part of 
the New Testament, understood that Peter had been appointed 
the Vicar of Christ or the Head of the Church? 

The classical passage, quoted more than all others, and 
without which there would be no case at all, is Matthew 16:13- 
20. Jesus was well along in his ministry and he stopped with 
his disciples at Caesarea Philippi to talk things over. It was 
natural that Jesus should ask the disciples what they were 
hearing as they talked with other people. What were the 
people saying about him? Was he getting his message across 
to the multitudes, or were they all confused? The disciples had 
heard many comments. Some thought he was John the Baptist 
come to life again, some thought he was Elijah, while others 
thought he was more like Jeremiah, or one of the other proph- 
ets. Then he turned to the disciples with this direct question: 
“But whom say ye that I am?” Peter, who always had a quick 
answer, sometimes wise and sometimes not so wise, spoke for 
himself and probably for the Twelve: “Thou art the Christ, 
the Son of the living God.” This was a positive declaration of 
faith in Jesus as the Messiah of God, and was a remarkably 
excellent answer. 

Jesus was delighted with that splendid, unequivocal affr- 
mation of faith in him as the long-expected Messiah. It was 
a blessed thing, worthy of congratulation, that Peter should 
arrive at such an exalted and true estimate of Jesus. Jesus 
assures him that such wisdom comes not from mere human 
knowledge, but wisdom from on high, from God the eternal 
Father. 

‘Then Jesus makes this statement that probably has been 
debated and argued about more than any other verse in the 
Bible: . 

And I also say unto thee, That thou art Peter, 
and upon this rock I will build my church; and 
the gates of hell shall not prevail against it. And I 
will give unto thee the keys of the kingdom of 
heaven: and whatsoever thou shalt bind on earth 


shall be bound in heaven: and whatsoever thou 
shalt loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven. 
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An authorized Catholic translation of the New Testament by 
the Rev. Francis Aloysius Spencer, O. P.,* translates the con- 
troversial words this way: 


And I also say unto thee that thou art a rock, 
and upon this rock I will build My Church, and 
the gates of hell shall not overpower it. 


Simon is here called Peter which means rock, but there ts 
something that appears in the Greek that does not appear in 
the English translation. The word for rock used first is petros 
a masculine gender, but the second.rock petra is feminine. Why 
the change of gender and form? If Jesus spoke in Aramaic the 
distinction did not appear. But when the Gospel according to 
Matthew was written in the Greek language the distinction 
did appear, so that at the time of writing this Gospel the author 
had a reason for making the distinction. 

If we are to be guided by the distinction in classical Greek, 
petra would refer to a massive rock formation while petros 
would refer to a fragment of rock—but a very large strong 
fragment. If both words applied directly to Peter, there seems 
little reason for changing the form. But if the first rock applied 
to Peter, then the second might well apply to the affirmation 
of faith. In which case the Church of Christ would be built 
upon a quality of faith which is likened to bedrock, rather than 
upon a single person, Peter. It seems very unlikely that Jesus 
would say he would build his church upon the person Peter, 
when he was constantly trying to inspire faith and loyalty in 
all the disciples and such others as would follow him. 

Some commentators have accounted for the distinction in 
gender merely by assuming that the first applied to Peter the 
person and the other to the material, rock. But, in that case, 
what would be the significance of the material? Again, it would 
seem that the most probable interpretation would be that the 
writer of the first Gospel understood Jesus to refer to the man 
Peter in the first instance, and to his confession of faith in the 


* Macmillan, New York: 1940. 
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second instance. Which again would mean that the church is 
to be built upon the affirmation that Jesus is the Messiah of 
God. People who are to join the church are to join in that full- 
hearted confession of faith that Peter so eloquently and simply 
expressed from his heart. In fact, the church has been built 
all through the centuries on that declaration of faith. 

If Jesus had meant to say that he would build his church 
upon Peter, he could have said it much more simply and with- 
out any misunderstanding. He could have said: “Thou art 
Peter and upon thee will I build my church.” That would have 
been simple and easily understood. Jesus was a good teacher 
and knew how to make himself understood. This roundabout 
play upon words must have applied to the bedrock quality of 
that confession of faith made by one who reminded Jesus of 
a mighty fragment of rock. 

It is interesting to note that this controversial passage was 
interpreted in the early centuries of the church in a way that 
was more akin to the Protestant than to the Roman Catholic 
interpretation, despite the fact that the latter church claims for 
its interpretation the unanimous agreement of the Fathers. 
Even the two eminent scholars, Jerome (340-420) and Augus- 
tine (354-430), agree substantially with the above interpre- 
tation. For fuller treatment the reader is referred to Jerome's 
Commentary on Matthew 16 and to Augustine’s Retractations, 
both of which are quoted at some length in Schaff’s History 
of the Christian Church*, Cadoux in Catholicism and Christi- 
anityt calls a long roll of church Fathers, showing that the 
modern Roman Catholic interpretation was not the faith of the 
Early Church but became the faith of the Medieval Church. 
The evidence for the extravagant claims of the Roman Catholic 
Church is most flimsy. 

That flimsiness is even more obvious when we recall that 
Mark, Luke and John do not report this incident. If the writers 
of those Gospels had understood that Jesus was saying some- 


* Vol. II, pp. 304—308. 
+ Ideal Press, New York: 1929, pp. 378—380. 
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thing unique when he spoke of Peter, the rock, and his Church, 
they would have reported the incident also. They did not hes- 
itate to repeat important facts. Surely, if they had understood 
that Jesus was making a significant pronouncement and that 
he was establishing church government in the form of a hier- 
archy beginning with Peter, they would not have omitted so 
important an event. 

This reasoning applies to all the Gospel writers, but espe- 
cially does it apply to Mark. Bible scholars are fairly well 
agreed that Mark was written under Roman influence and 
that Peter had much to do in furnishing data for it. Roman 
Catholic scholars are almost unanimous in this opinion. 

If Mark was written with the Roman point of view, and 
if Peter had anything to do with furnishing data for it, and if 
Jesus meant what the Roman Catholics claim he meant in the 
incident recorded in Matthew 16, it is inconceivable that the 
second Gospel should omit the incident. The omission of that 
incident from the Gospel of Mark is well-nigh conclusive 
proof that the writer did not attach special significance to it. 
If Peter furnished data for Mark it is clear that Roman Cath- 
olics read much into the Matthew 16 event that would amaze 
Peter himself. 

We must stop for a moment to consider the “keys of the 
kingdom of heaven.” In this passage it appears that those keys 
are given to Peter. In Luke 11:52, Jesus pronounces woe upon 
the lawyers as he says, “. . ye have taken away the key of 
knowledge: ye entered not in yourselves, and them that were 
entering in ye hindered.” The lawyers evidently had had some 
keys that would have made available divine knowledge, if 
they had used their God-given opportunity aright. In Revelation 
1:18, the Son of Man, that is, Christ, is said to have the “keys 
of hell and of death.” In Revelation 3:8, the Christ is repre- 
sented as having the “key of David’ and the power to open 
the door of the kingdom that no man can shut, and to shut it 
so that no man can open it. In Revelation 9:1, an angel is 
given a ‘key to the bottomless pit’’; and in Revelation 20:1, 
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an angel has the “key of the bottomless pit.” In all cases the 
key represents authority entrusted to someone for some tfe- 
ligious service to be rendered. Peter here: appears to be given 
special authority to open and close doors into the kingdom, 
but we should not jump too quickly to that conclusion. 

What Jesus appears to give to Peter, he gives to all the 
disciples. Matthew 16:19 reads: 


And I will give unto thee the keys of the kingdom of 
heaven: and whatsoever thou shalt bind on earth shall be 
bound in heaven: and whatsoever thou shalt loose on earth 
shall be loosed in heaven... 


Matthew 18:18 reads: 


Verily I say unto you, Whatsoever ye shall bind on earth 
shall be bound in heaven: and whatsoever ye shall loose on 
earth shall be loosed in heaven. 


Did Jesus mean to single out Peter and vest authority in him? 
If so, Jesus changed his mind a few days later. 

Furthermore, this matter of binding on earth and in heaven 
and loosing on earth and in heaven, was an old concept well 
known to Hebrew thought. Reference to Leviticus 13 would 
be profitable. The priest was given authority to test cases of 
suspected leprosy. After following the prescribed course of 
examination, if he should determine that the person was 
leprous, he would pronounce him leprous. If, after due ex- 
amination, he found him clean, the priest would pronounce him 
clean and he would be clean legally. The Hebrew was con- 
vinced that what was done on earth according to divine law, 
was also done in heaven. 

So it is clear that Christ’s statement about giving keys to 
Peter is not unique, and is not nearly so significant as Catholics 
have assumed. The idea was current in Hebrew thought, 
applying to various persons—Hebrew priests from ancient 
times, current Hebrew lawyers, angels, and to Christ himself. 

This passage stops at this point for Roman Catholic writers, 
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but a true evaluation of the passage should include the next 
few verses, Matthew 16:21-23. After this Jesus began to 
emphasize the fact that he must go to Jerusalem, suffer, die 
and be raised from the grave. Peter rebuked Jesus, saying: ‘Be 
it far from thee, Lord: this shall not be unto Thee.’ Then 
Jesus turned and said to Peter: “Get thee behind me, Satan: 
thou art an offense to me: for thou savourest not the things 
that be of God, but those that be of men.” So it appears that 
if Jesus intended to make Peter the “‘first pope,’ He immediately 
afterward called the newly named “pope,” ‘‘Satan,” “an of- 
fense,” and accused him of being interested in human rather 
than in divine values. 

Roman Catholics usually make much of the incident re- 
corded in John 21 to prove that Jesus confirmed Peter after 
the resurrection in his role as the future pope. Seven dis- 
ciples were at the Sea of Galilee and Peter decided to go fish- 
ing. The others also went along. After fishing all night they 
caught nothing. Then Jesus appeared on the shore, but they 
did not recognize him. He inquired about their success and 
received a pessimistic report. He told them to cast the net on 
the other side and they were amazed at the catch. John, who 
always seemed to have more spiritual insight than Peter, knew 
in his heart of hearts that the man on the shore was the Lord. 
As soon as the impetuous Peter heard John say it was the Lord, 
he leaped overboard to reach the Master as soon as possible. 
The others brought in the net and fishes. Jesus prepared their 
breakfast and invited them to eat. 

After breakfast Jesus singled out Peter, to test his love 
and loyalty. It was undoubtedly an object lesson for all the 
others, but Peter was addressed. Was Peter ordered to feed 
the flock because he was to become pope? There is nothing 
here to indicate that. If tradition had not named Peter the 
pope, no one would suspect that Jesus intended any such thing 
in this incident. 

Peter had ignominiously denied his Lord three times after 
he had affirmed that he would be loyal to the end, even though 
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all others might fail. So it was fitting that Jesus should single 
him out and put the question of his love squarely to him three 
times. Peter could hardly endure those repeated searching 
questions. He was ‘‘grieved.” Then Jesus closed the harrowing 
experience Jay saying to Peter, “Follow me.” He didn’t say 
anything about appointing him pope at Rome. He demanded 
his loyalty and enjoined him to follow him, the same as he 
required of every other person invited into the fellowship. 

To relieve the embarrassment of the unhappy situation 
in which Peter found himself, he tried to change the subject 
by asking Jesus what would happen to John. But Jesus was 
not easily sidetracked and said: “If I will that he tarry till I 
come, what is that to thee? Follow thou me.” Is that the way 
you would expect the newly confirmed pope to act? Is that 
the way you would expect Jesus to address the newly con- 
firmed pope? 

There is absolutely nothing in John 21 to support the 
assumption that Jesus appointed Peter the first pope and con- 
firmed that appointment after the Resurrection. 

There is no doubt that throughout the ministry of Jesus, 
Peter was considered a leader among the Twelve. Peter, James, 
and John, and sometimes Andrew, were considered the inner 
circle. Jesus clearly considered them superior to the others in 
spiritual insight and in leadership ability. Peter was outstand- 
ing as a leader because of his temperament. He was a man of 
action and a man with a ready answer, although his words 
were not always wise or well-chosen. He was the kind of person 
who would be chairman of the committee and spokesman for 
the group, and that is probably the main reason we hear more 
of him than of the other disciples. 

It is also true that Peter was older than several of the 
other disciples. We do not know of any disciple being older 
than Peter. He seemed to be the leader among the four fisher- 
man who were in business together, and who became the four 
favorite disciples. Those intimate friends looked to him as 
leader. It was customary among Hebrew people to give honor 
and leadership to the oldest person. 
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There is nothing in the relationship between Jesus and 
his disciples to indicate that he ever intended to set up a 
hierarchy with Peter at the head, in any sense that even ap- 
proaches the assumption of the Roman Catholic Church. 


DID PETER KNOW HE WAS A POPE? 


Now let us look into the New Testament to see if Peter 
understood that Christ had appointed him Head of the Church, 
with authority over the Church and with infallible wisdom 
concerning religious and moral matters. 

It is true that Peter seems to take the lead and play the 
role of spokesman for the Church immediately following the 
Resurrection, just as he did before the Resurrection. And that 
is the significant point. He was leader and spokesman from 
the very beginning. He did not begin that characteristic role 
because of any appointment by Jesus, for he was that way 
when he joined the group of disciples. 

Not once in the whole New Testament record does Peter 
ever utter a word that implies that he understood that Jesus 
had appointed him to be the first pope, or had even appointed 
him leader of the apostolic band. He identifies himself in his 
first epistle as ‘‘Peter, an apostle of Jesus Christ’’ (I Peter 1:1), 
and a “fellow elder’ (I Peter 5:1). He wanted them to know 
that this letter was coming out with authority, so he makes 
it known that the writer is am apostle. It would have carried 
much more weight if he had said, ‘“Peter, the apostle whom 
Jesus appointed head of the apostles,’ or still better if he had 
said, “Peter, the apostle whom Jesus appointed the head of 
the church, on whom he promised to build the church.” Surely 
Peter would have been justified in letting those strangers 
scattered throughout Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia, and 
Bithynia know the writer of this letter was no ordinary apostle, 
but the very head of the Church, if he had really understood 
his position as such. To have told them would have added 
much prestige to this letter and would have made its message 
much more effective. Peter wrote the letter to strengthen the 
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readers spiritually, and he undoubtedly used the best method 
he knew to impress his readers with divine truth. But evidently 
it did not occur to him that he was the Head of the Church 
and that Christ was building the Church on him. 

In the second letter Peter’s identification is similar, but 
even more surprising for the first pope. “Simon Peter, a serv- 
ant and an apostle of Jesus Christ’? does not have the earmarks 
of an infallible pope with plenary authority. It sounds much 
more like the humble, erring Simon Peter whom the Christian 
Church has learned to love and honor because he was so very 
human that all Christians find in him their counterpart, and 
yet despite all his human frailties he tried and tried again and 
ultimately achieved that quality of character that Jesus saw 
in him in embryo. Sometimes one wonders how Jesus chose 
to call Simon a “‘rock,’’ when he seemed to be anything but a 
rock. If it had been anyone but Jesus who called him a “rock” 
we would suspect that the name was a nickname given in jest, 
as sometimes a very tall boy is called “Shorty.” 

There are Bible scholars who think that Peter did not 
write the second letter that bears his name. We are not inter- 
ested in that question here, except to say that if some Christian 
in the second century wrote this letter and attached the name 
of Peter to it to give it more authority, it would have been very 
much to his advantage to have called Peter the first pope in 
Rome. So, whether Peter or some other Christian wrote the let- 
ter, the testimony is clear that the writer did not know that 
Peter was the Head of the Church and the First Pope. Or if 
he did know, and kept it a secret, he used poor strategy in 
getting his letter read and accepted as authority. One cannot 
help taking note that the ‘‘first pope” had a degree of humility 
about his position that is entirely incomprehensible and greatly 
in contrast to his “successors.” 

The Catholic Encyclopedia (Vol. Ill, p. 747) seeks to es- 
tablish the primacy of Peter and refers to him as carrying out 
the first apostolic visitation as recorded in Acts 9:22. Yes, 
Peter did go out on a preaching tour, as did others. Even be- 


SCRIPTURAL EVIDENCE CONCERNING “POPE”’ PETER 35 


fore Peter’s “apostolic visitation,” Philip the Deacon “passing 
through preached in all the cities, till he came to Caesarea” 
(Acts 8:40). It would appear from the record that Philip 
went on a preaching-visitation tour before Peter did. 

There is one incident described by Paul in Galatians 2:11- 
14 which would have given Peter an admirable opportunity 
to indicate his primacy in the Church, but he evidently acqui- 
esced very humbly under the sharp rebuke of Paul. Paul says 
that Peter came to Antioch. Perhaps it was another “apostolic 
visitation.” In Antioch Peter had eaten with Gentile Christians. 
Later, more conservative Hebrew Christians came from James 
in Jerusalem to visit the Christians in Antioch. When they 
were there Peter would not eat with Gentile Christians be- 
cause those from Jerusalem considered that improper for a 
Hebrew Christian. Paul says clearly that Peter feared the 
Hebrew Christians. When he withdrew others followed his 
cowardly and hypocritical example, even Barnabas. So Paul 
had to take the matter in hand, and addressed Peter in the 
presence of many others: “If thou, being a Jew, livest after 
the manner of Gentiles, and not as do the Jews, why compellest 
thou the Gentiles to live as do the Jews?” In bold language 
Paul denounced the hypocrisy of Peter. 

What did Peter the “Pope” do about it? He evidently 
took the rebuke of his alleged jurisdictional inferior in good 
grace. 

It is quite clear from all evidence in the New Testament 
that Peter did not know that he was appointed an infallible 
pope with plenary authority to rule the Church. 


DID PAUL KNOW PETER WAS POPE? 


Now we must ask this question: Did Paul understand 
that Peter had been appointed by Jesus the Head of the Church 
with authority to rule the Church, and with infallible wisdom 
concerning its doctrines and morals? 

The incident just described certainly indicates that Paul 
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had no such notion. Would Paul have dared address the Head 
of the Church, appointed by his Lord, as Paul did address 
Peter in Antioch? Surely, no one without a biased mind could 
entertain the idea for a moment. Imagine a modern priest or 
bishop or cardinal writing a letter reporting how he had with- 
stood the pope to his face, for he was to be blamed, and had 
acted like a coward and a hypocrite! Somebody would get 
demoted very quickly and would spend a lot of time doing 
penance. Surely, no one can think that Paul thought Peter 
was a pope! 

In a revealing article on The Church in the Catholic En- 
cyclopedia we have this amazing claim (Vol. III, p. 747): 


So indisputable was his [Peter’s] position that when St. 
Paul was about to undertake the work of preaching to the 
heathen the Gospel which Christ had revealed to him, he 
regarded it as necessary to obtain recognition from Peter 
(Gal. 1:18). More than this was not needful: for the appro- 
bation of Peter was definitive. 


It seems perfectly obvious in both the Catholic and Prot- 
estant translations that Paul’s intention in Galatians 1 was to 
convince his readers that the Gospel he was preaching was 
of divine origin. It was revealed to him by Christ on the road 
to Damascus partially, but more fully during the quietness and 
solitude of the Arabian desert. He did not go up to Jerusalem 
to seek instructions from the Apostles, or even Peter, for his 
message came not from men but from God. 

Then, three years after his conversion he did go up to 
Jerusalem, the center of the Christian movement. There is no 
evidence that he felt any need to get permission from Peter 
to preach the Gospel to the heathen. In fact, Paul preached 
the Gospel to the Jews in the synagogues when he started 
preaching, and only turned to the Gentiles when the Jews 
consistently rejected his message and drove him from their 
cities with stones. It is evident that Paul did not ask Peter for 
permission to preach to the heathen. 
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Why, then, did Paul go to Jerusalem after receiving his 
Gospel message from God? It was the most natural thing 
in the world for Paul to go to Jerusalem. Paul had had a 
tremendous religious experience that started with his conversion 
on the road to Damascus and found rich fulfillment during 
the period of meditation, prayer and solitude in the desert. 
Now he is ready to preach that divine message. In his mind, 
Jerusalem had always been, and would always be, the religious 
center of the world. It was in Jerusalem that he sat at the feet 
of Gamaliel and took his theological training as a Jewish* 
Pharisee. It was in Jerusalem that he had seen the early be- 
ginnings of the Church and felt called upon to destroy this 
new sect that seemed so inimical to the faith of his fathers. 
It was in Jerusalem that he gave his vote and consented to the 
stoning of the first Christian martyr, Stephen. It was in Jerusa- 
lem that he knew he could get the most recent information 
about the work of the Lord, now that he had been entirely 
separated from all news for some years. It was in Jerusalem 
that he would find the right people, so he could make friends 
with the Early Church in which he felt he was called to preach 
the unsearchable riches of Christ. It should be remembered 
that Paul was known in Jerusalem and throughout the Christian 
Church as Saul of Tarsus, who was an enemy and destroyer 
of the Church. Now that the Pharisee Saul has become Paul 
the Christian, he certainly would want to go to Jerusalem and 
make friends with those in the Church there. 

Paul states very simply in Galatians 1, that he went to 
Jerusalem and saw Peter and stayed with him fifteen days. He 
did not see any of the other Apostles, except James, the Lord’s 
brother. The obvious intention of Paul is to prove to the Gala- 
tians that he received nothing from men, but that his Gospel 
was from God. He didn’t see any of the apostles but Peter and 
James, and stayed a mere fifteen days with Peter. 

* I am using the terms Hebrew and Jew differently from most New Testament 
scholars, and following the usage of modern Jews. I use the term Hebrew 


when the idea of nationality is foremost; and the term Jew when his religion 
is foremost. 
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In Galatians 2, Paul reports on the Council at Jerusalem 
when he and Barnabas went up to Jerusalem to consider the 
whole matter of Gentiles becoming Christians. Paul and 
Barnabas had been converting Gentiles to the Christian faith 
and did not require them to be circumcised and accept the 
Jewish religious patterns. Some in Jerusalem were horrified. 
Ugly disputes occurred on mission fields. Whether Paul and 
Barnabas were summoned to come to Jerusalem, or whether 
they and the Judaizers mutually agreed that the practical and 
Christian procedure should be to go to Jerusalem and let the 
Church there consider and decide the matter, we do not know. 
No doubt, the prestige of Jerusalem would have been sufficient 
to have summoned any or all preachers of the Gospel to meet 
for conference. 

At this conference, as reported by Paul in Galatians 2, 
Paul seems to think that he and Peter are equal. God worked 
effectually through Peter while he preached to Hebrews; and 
God was mighty in Paul as he preached to Gentiles. They 
seem to be, so far as Paul is concerned equal in the Church 
and in the cause of Christ; one was outstanding in his work 
among the Hebrews, the other was outstanding in his work 
among the Gentiles. 

Paul goes on to say: “And when James, Cephas [Peter], 
and John, who seemed to be pillars, perceived the grace that 
was given to me, they gave to me and Barnabas the right 
hands of fellowship; that we should go to the heathen, and 
they unto the circumcision” (Gal. 2:9). In this case, Paul 
mentions James first and groups James, Cephas and John to- 
gether. Surely, Paul had no idea that Peter was the pope. If 
he had, he would have singled him out and given him due rec- 
ognition. But Paul even places James ahead of Peter in the 
naming of the three. This group of three seemed to be the 
pillars of the Church, or recognized leaders of the Church. 
If Paul understood that his Lord had appointed Peter the 
pope, he would not have reported the incident in such lan- 
guage. 


Paul makes no reference to Peter in any other letters ex- 
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cept in I Corinthians 15:5, where he mentions that Jesus 
appeared to Cephas after his Resurrection. In 9:5 he makes 
reference to Peter taking his wife with him on preaching tours. 
In 1:12 and 3:22 Paul mentions petty and sorry bickering in 
the Corinthian Church over who is greater, Paul, Apollos, 
Cephas, or Christ. Here was a splendid opportunity for Paul 
to put the Corinthian Church right on apostolic succession, 
but he didn’t. He deplored the fact that they classed Christ 
with him. He said: “Is Christ divided? Was Paul crucified for 
you? or were ye baptized in the name of Paul?’ He also 
deplored the fact that they showed factional loyalty, some to 
himself, some to Apollos and some to Peter: 


I have planted, Apollos watered; but God gave the in- 
crease (3:6) ... Therefore let no man glory in men. For all 
things are yours; whether Paul, or Apollos, or Cephas, or the 
world, or life, or death, or things present, or things to come; 
all are yours; and ye are Christ’s; and Christ is God's 
(3:21-23). 


Paul did point out the uniqueness of Christ, but he said 
nothing about the special authority of Peter. Paul, Apollos 
and Peter all seem to be in the same class. They were repre- 
sentatives of God proclaiming the Gospel of Christ. 

Wherever we search, we find nothing in Paul to indicate 
that he had ever heard of Peter’s being the Head of the Church. 
No, Paul did not know that Peter was the first “Vicar of 
Christ.” 


DID ANY WRITER OF THE NEW TESTAMENT 
CONSIDER PETER A POPE? 


One further question concerning evidence in the New 
Testament remains to be answered: Beyond the Scripture 
considered above, is there evidence confirming the assumption 
of the Roman Catholic Church that Peter was appointed the 
Vicar of Christ? 


We have considered Peter in the Gospels, in the writings 
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of Peter, the writings of Paul, and in portions of the Acts as 
related to Paul. The name of Peter does not appear in any 
other New Testament books, but there are several more ref- 
erences in the Acts of the Apostles, to which we now turn. 

Peter was very prominent in the early chapters of the Acts. 
He was the first mentioned among the Apostles who returned 
to Jerusalem after the Ascension. It was he who suggested 
that a disciple should be chosen to take the place of Judas 
Iscariot. Ten days later it was Peter who preached the sermon 
at Pentecost. Are these facts significant? If Peter had been 
appointed Vicar of Christ, he undoubtedly would have taken 
the lead as he did here. But if he had not been appointed Vicar 
of Christ he would have taken the same kind of lead, for he 
had always been the spokesman of the Twelve and the man of 
action. 

In Acts 3 and 4 Peter is again prominent, but John is 
right at his side all the time. The author of Acts knows Peter 
as the spokesman, but he attaches much importance to John’s 
being with him. When the Jewish authorities saw the boldness 
of Peter and John they marveled at the strength of their 
personalities—lacking education, as was obvious—and they 
recognized that their strength came from their association 
with Jesus (4:13). When the authorities dismissed them with 
threats, Peter and John both answered: “Whether it be right 
in the sight of God to hearken unto you more than unto God, 
judge ye. For we cannot but speak the things which we have 
seen and heard” (4:19-20). The lame man healed did not 
distinguish between Peter and John, for he held tightly unto 
both of them (3:11). It appears that the lame man and the 
authorities did not think Peter was unique. Neither did Peter 
and John seem to think that one was the Vicar of Christ and 
the other an ordinary Apostle, for they went up to the temple 
together to pray, as, no doubt, they had done many times be- 
fore. | 

In Acts 5, Peter is again the spokesman of the Twelve 
condemning hypocrisy and deception in Ananias and Sapphira. 
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But it was Peter and the other Apostles who said to the 
officers: “We ought to obey God rather than men” (5:29). 

Acts 6 is suggestive. When a problem arose in the Early 
Church about partiality in caring for widows in need, the 
record says that the Twelve called the multitude of disciples 
together and told them to select seven persons as deacons to 
take care of this service, so the apostles could give their full 
time to prayer and the ministry of the Word. The matter was 
handled in a very democratic way. If there had been a “Vicar 
of Christ’’ with plenary authority and infallible wisdom, this 
would have been a good occasion for him to have exercised 
that authority and wisdom, for this was a major development 
in the organization of the Church. The record does not say 
that Peter even took the lead here. 

When Philip, the deacon, had signal success in preaching 
in Samaria, word came back to Jerusalem; so the Apostles 
sent Peter and John to check on that work and confirm it if it 
was good. Notice that the “Vicar of Christ’? did not make the 
policy; it was the Apostles as a group. It would seem that the 
“Vicar of Christ’? should have been adequate to check on the 
situation in Samaria, but the Apostles sent both Peter and 
John (Acts 8:14). 

Acts 10 and 11 tell the interesting story of Peter being 
guided by the Spirit of God to the position of accepting 
Gentiles into the Christian fellowship. Peter seems to have 
been known as the Apostle to the Jews, but here he is made 
to see that God-is no respector of persons and is opening 
salvation to all people. It is worthy of note that this revelation 
came to Peter. We should expect this if he were the Vicar of 
Christ. But it is also worthy of note that God revealed the 
same idea to Paul, and the revelation to Paul was in no way 
contingent upon the revelation to Peter. In fact, the record is 
not clear as to which one the revelation was made first. The 
author of Acts evidently thought that the new truth was made 
known to Paul before it was made known to Peter, for he re- 
cords in Chapter 9 that the Lord told Ananias: “Go thy way: 
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for he [Paul] is a chosen vessel unto me, to bear my name be- 
fore the Gentiles, and kings, and the children of Israel: for 
I will show him how great things he must suffer for my name’s 
sake”’ (9: 15-16). 

It is also worthy of note that the Apostles and siete 
were not easily convinced by the “Vicar of Christ’” and did 
not respect his office, for they “contended with him.” After 
Peter had made a full, detailed report they were satisfied and 
glorified God (11:2-18). 

Now we come to the last record in Acts that needs con- 
sideration, Chapter 15, which records the Council in Jerusalem, 
near 50 A.D., called to consider whether or not the Gentiles 
should be circumcised and become Jews in order to become 
Christians. This was referred to in our discussion concerning 
Paul, but the Roman Catholic Church stresses this so much 
that we must look at the convention as the first Council of the 
Church. 

The Rev. Joseph A. Dunney gives the typical Roman 
Catholic interpretation of this convention in his Church History 
in the Light of the Saints.* St. Peter is called a Bishop “among 
and over the bishops,” as he preserves his ‘divinely bestowed 
preeminence.” Many grave problems were to be considered, 
but this one of Gentile converts was the major question. The 
matter was thoroughly discussed and then St. Peter addressed 
the assembly and gave his ‘‘considered judgment.’’ The others 
all kept silent until St. Paul and St. Barnabas “endorsed all 
that the Head of the Church had said.” Then the local bishop, 
St. James, clinched the argument: “Men and brethren, Simon 
hath declared!’ Then the author exclaimed, “Could anything 
show more clearly that St. Peter was the acknowledged Vicar 
of Christ.” 

If the record in Acts is punctuated and accented and cur- 
tailed as this author does, the evidence does look quite for- 
midable; but if the record is read as a whole, following either 
the Roman Catholic or Protestant translation, as one would 


* Macmillan, New York: 1944, p.15. 
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read any other record, the conclusion is quite different. 

It is clear that the matter was discussed with considerable 
heat at the beginning. This was a serious matter for people 
who had grown up in the Jewish tradition, as it was also a 
serious matter for Paul and others who had seen the Holy 
Spirit work in the hearts of Gentiles. 

In the midst of the heat, Peter arose and addressed the as- 
sembly. He was a Hebrew and highly respected by all. He told 
of his experience in preaching to Gentiles and found that they 
were acceptable to God, as were Jews, and pleaded for toler- 
ance and understanding. The assembly was silenced out of re- 
spect for beloved Peter; but there was no official decision or 
declaration by Peter implying that he was the Vicar of Christ. 
He simply related his experience and pleaded for tolerance. 
Then the assembly was ready to hear Barnabas and Paul, and 
they were given respectful attention. They did not confirm any- 
thing that Peter said. They simply related their own experience 
of converting Gentiles, without reference to Peter. Peter had 
brought some testimony that made the Council reasonable so 
they would hear the evidence and experience of Barnabas and 
Paul. It was their work that had caused the controversy, and 
they were there to fight for the liberty of the Gentiles. No 
doubt, they were delighted to have the highly esteemed Peter 
speak favorably of converting Gentiles. 

At this point St. James, the Bishop or presiding officer in 
charge of the Council, addressed the assembly: 


Men and brethren, hearken unto me: Simeon hath declared 
how God at the first did visit the Gentiles, to take out of 
them a people for his name. And to this agree the words of 
the prophets .. . Wherefore my sentence is, that we trouble 
not them, which from among the Gentiles are turned to 
God: but that we write unto them, that they abstain from 
pollution of idols, and from fornication, and from things 
strangled, and from blood .. .” (15:13-20). 


James referred to Peter, not as the Head of the Church, 
but as one who presented significant testimony. It was James 
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who acted as the Head of the Church. He was the one who 
pronounced the sentence and affirmed that it was the sentence. 
“Wherefore my sentence is,” and then he proceeded to give 
the details of his decision. And that was the decision of that 
Council. The assembly also decided to send delegates along 
with Barnabas and Paul. 

There is absolutely no evidence that Peter was Vicar of 
Christ at the Council of Jerusalem. He was a witness and a 
very influential one. But James was the Head of the Church 
at the Council of Jerusalem. 

So it appears from a careful examination of the New Testa- 
ment record, that Jesus did not intend to appoint Peter the 
first pope, the Vicar of Christ, the Head of the Church, and 
vest in him jurisdictional authority in transmitting divine truth 
to succeeding generations. Likewise, it appears that Peter did 
not understand that he was so appointed. Paul and the other 
New Testament leaders had no such notion. Not one of the 
writers of the New Testament seems to share the view of 
modern Roman Catholicism on this point. 


QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER II 


1. Did Jesus appoint Peter to be the First Pope? 
2.° Did Peter understand that he was a pope? 
3. Did Paul understand that Peter was a pope? 


4. Did any New Testament writer understand that Peter was a pope? 


CHAPTER III 


TESTIMONY OF THE APOSTOLIC FATHERS 


WE TURN now to the so-called Apostolic Fathers to see 

what they had to say about the authority and unity of 
the Roman Catholic Church, about Peter as Vicar of Christ 
or Head of the Church, and the infallibility of the Pope. These 
Apostolic Fathers lived and wrote in what may be called the 
post-Apostolic period. They wrote perhaps thirty-five to one 
hundred years after the martyrdom of Paul, so were close 
enough to apostolic times to have talked with persons who had 
talked with the Apostles, or possibly some had seen an Apostle. 
The testimony of this period should be particularly enlighten- 
ing. If the Roman Catholic claims are true they should appear 
in the writings of these Christian leaders, for they were cer- 
_ tainly in a position to have known the facts. 

Fortunately, we have a 1950 publication of an American 
translation of all the writings of the Christian leaders that 
are now extant, and this chapter will be based upon a study of 
this publication, Apostolic Fathers,* as translated by Dr. Edgar 
J. Goodspeed. 


DOCTRINA 


The first of these ancient documents we shall consider is 
the Doctrina or the Teaching of the Apostles, written possibly 
about 100 a.D., according to Dr. Goodspeed. Whether written 
_then or later, it bears significant testimony. In the past it has 
often been confused with the more familiar Didache or 


* Harper and Brothers, New York: 1950. 
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Teaching of the Twelve Apostles, which will be considered 
presently. 

The Doctrina is a series of prohibitions and commands, 
what not to do and what to do, that sounds very much like the 
work of a Christian trying to bring the new religion into very 
practical terms, so the uneducated may see what is right and 
what is wrong. It may be the work of a Christian with Jewish 
background who feared that the liberty of Paul was getting too 
far away from specific duties. At any rate, this writing aims 
to give practical help to the Christian in living the Christian 
life. 

If the writer or group of Christians responsible for 
Doctrina had an idea that Peter was the Vicar of Christ or 
Head of the Church, it would have added much to the authority 
of this practical document to have mentioned him as being in 
agreement at least with these teachings. This document does 
say, “Night and day you shall remember the one who speaks 
the word of the Lord God to you; and you shall honor him 
as the Lord” (4:1). That honor seems to go to anyone who 
is in the position of preaching the word of God. 

The closing paragraph is interesting in that if the author 
knew of any infallible authority, he would surely have named 
it here: 


Abstain, my son, from all these things, and see that no 
one leads you astray from this Teaching; otherwise, you will 
be taught outside the true instruction. If you do these things 
daily with reflection, you will be near the Living God, but 
if you do not do them, you will be far from the truth. Lay 
up all these things in your mind, and you will not be disap- 
pointed in your hope, but through these sacred contests you 
will attain the crown, through our Lord Jesus Christ, who 
reigns and rules with God the Father and the Holy Spirit 
for ever and ever. Amen (6:1-2). 


It is never good evidence to appeal to silence, but there 
were two places in this document where an appeal to authority 
would have been very advantageous and would have been most 
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natural. The most reasonable assumption is that the author 
knew no such authority. 


DIDACHE 


Now let us turn to the more familiar Didache or Teaching 
of the Twelve Apostles, written probably 135-150 a.D. This 
purports to be a collection of teachings that has come down 
from the Apostles. It is not now believed that any of the 
Apostles wrote this document. It is evidently an accumulation 
of favorite teachings, including most of the Doctrina, portions 
from the Gospels, I Peter, and other sources, together with 
practical suggestions as to how to treat traveling preachers, 
and how to distinguish between true and false prophets. 

This document says: “You must not forsake the command- 
ments of the Lord, but you shall keep the teachings you have 
received, neither adding to them nor taking from them” 
(4:13). It also teaches: ‘‘See that no one leads you astray 
from this way of the Teaching, for he teaches you without 
God” (6:1). There is here the idea that a body of teaching 
exists which is true and valid. It is clearly the truths contained 
in this document, including much from the Bible, but some 
material that is not in the Bible. But there is no appeal here to 
any authority of pope or hierarchy, yet such an appeal would 
have clinched the effectiveness of this document. 

Officers in the local church are to be chosen. 


So appoint for yourselves overseers and assistants worthy 
of the Lord, men who are humble-minded and not avaricious, 
but are true and tried, for they themselves also render you 
the service of the prophets and teachers. So do not despise 
them, for they are your honorable men along with the pro- 
phets and teachers (15:1-3). 


These officers are to be chosen by the people to care for 
the local congregation, and they are to have the same high 
respect that is accorded prophets and teachers who travel about 
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preaching. At this time, it would appear, the local bishops did 
not have much authority. They were chosen by the people and 
then the people had to be instructed to give them the respect 
due them. . 

Although the subjects dealt with would have made it nat- 
ural to mention the authority of the Head of the Church, no 
mention was made, and even bishops were very humble at the 
time the Didache was written and circulated. 


THE LETTER OF BARNABAS 


The next document to consider is that known as The Letter 
of Barnabas, written about 130 A.D. This was intended to 
strengthen the Christian in his religious faith and life by at- 
tempting to prove that the Old Testament law, prophets, and 
Psalms, taught spiritual truths concerning Christ. The writer 
used allegory as the method of interpreting the Old Testament, 
a method that was very common in Alexandria and was de- 
signed to help the Greek to appreciate the Old Testament. 

There is only one sentence in the whole document that has 
any bearing on our present inquiry. It is the same statement 
that we have already mentioned as appearing in both the 
Doctrina and the Didache, namely, “You shall keep the teach- 
ing you have received, neither adding to them nor taking from 
them.’ This seems to mean that there is some kind of body 
of truth that must be kept intact. It is similar to the word of 
Paul admonishing Timothy “to guard the deposit,” (II Timothy 
1:14) to protect the precious truth and pass it on to others 
in its purity. Paul makes it clear (v.13) that the body of truth 
he is talking about is the body of teaching that he preached 
and that Timothy had heard many times. The reference in 
this Letter of Barnabas is of a similar nature. It is no clearly 
defined body of truth, but it is the general teaching that has 
formed the basis for preaching. Christ’s words, life, death and 
resurrection, no doubt, constituted the core. 

The only significance for this inquiry is that at this time 
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this writer was aware of a body of truth, apparently, not well 
defined and, apparently, not specifically related to Peter nor 
to the church in Rome. 


FIRST LETTER OF CLEMENT 


Now we turn to the First Letter of Clement to the 
Corinthians, probably written by Clement, bishop of Rome, 
about 95 A.D. It is written in the name of the church in Rome 
to the church in Corinth. 

It is noticeable, first of all, that the church in Rome is 
aware of a certain duty to give advice and guidance to the sister 
church in Corinth. A big sister psychology seems to describe 
the relationship. There is no appeal to authority, such as would 
be natural if the Vicar of Christ were calling upon a subordi- 
nate church to mend its ways. It is simply the church in the 
Imperial City, appreciative of the splendid character and record 
of its sister, now grieving that strife and jealousy have marred 
the Christian spirit there and, therefore, appealing to the 
Corinthians to restore good order and peace. 

It is interesting to note that Clement makes no point of 
his being the bishop of Rome with authority, If the Roman 
Catholic assumption were true, we should expect Clement 
to let it be known that it is the Vicar of Christ, the Head of 
the Church who is writing. But he does no such thing. He 
writes as though it were the church in Rome writing to the 
church in Corinth. 

In the course of his appeal Clement reminds the Corinth- 
ians that jealousy, envy and strife have wrought havoc to many 
characters of the Old Testament, naming many of them. Then 
he brings illustrations from more nearly their own time. He 
says: 

But to pass from ancient examples, let us come to those 
who have most recently proved champions; let us take up the 
noble examples of our own generation. Because of jealousy 


and envy the greatest and most upright pillars of the church 
were persecuted, and competed unto death. Let us bring be- 
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fore our eyes the good apostles. Peter, who because of un- 
righteous jealousy endured not one or two, but numerous 
trials, and so bore a martyr’s witness and went to the glorious 
place that he deserved. Because of jealousy and strife Paul 
pointed the way to the reward of endurance; seven times he 
was imprisoned, he was exiled, he was stoned, he was a 
preacher in both east and west, and won great renown for 
his faith, teaching uprightness to the whole world, and 
reaching the farthest limit of the west; and, bearing a mar- 
tyr’s witness before the rulers, he passed out of the world 
and was taken up into the holy place, having proved a very 
great example of endurance (5:1-7). 


This makes it clear that Clement understood that both 
Peter and Paul were outstanding examples of Christian loyalty 
and endurance, both climaxing their sacrificial lives with 
martyrdom. For our study it is instructive to note that the 
Bishop of Rome gave no more honor to Peter than he did to 
Paul. In fact, in our English translation, Clement gave 29 
words to laud Peter and 85 words to laud Paul, and Paul seems 
to outshine the luster of Peter in the mind and heart of 
Clement. This is most unnatural if Clement understood that 
Jesus had appointed Peter the Vicar of Christ and Head of the 
Church. The Bishop of Rome should have known the facts in 
D5 sArD 

The main reason for writing this letter to the church at 
Corinth was to try to guide them in the solution of the problem 
then existing in that church. This seems to have been the 
problem. The officers who had been chosen earlier to lead and 
supervise the Corinthian church had lost their leadership power 
in the church. Many were rebelling against that leadership. 
Two facts, important to us in our study, emerge as Clement 
tries to impress upon his readers that the leaders selected were 
honorable and deserve the loyalty of the church members. 

In the first place, offices did not seem to be very clearly 
defined. In Chapter 42, Clement writes about superintendents 
and overseers (that is, bishops), whereas in Chapters 44 and 
47 elders are mentioned, but he evidently is writing about the 
same problem all the time. In other words, at this time, about 
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95 A.D., organization of the local church was still in process of 
development. This does not fit into the Roman Catholic scheme 
that Jesus appointed Peter the Vicar of Christ and Head of the 
Church. 

The other fact of importance is that in this section Clement 
understands that the church at Corinth is in direct line from 
Christ. 


The apostles received the gospel for us from the Lord 
Jesus Christ; Jesus the Christ was sent from God. So Christ 
is from God, and the apostles from Christ. Both came to pass 
regularly by the will of God. So having received their in- 
structions, and having been assured by the resurrection of 
our Lord Jesus Christ, trusting in the word of God they 
set forth in the conviction of the Holy Spirit, preaching that 
the kingdom of God was about to come. So as they preached 
from country to country and from town to town, they ap- 
pointed their first converts, after testing them by the Spirit, 
as superintendents and assistants, of those who were to be- 
lieve. And this was no new thing; for long before overseers 
and assistants had been written about. For the Scripture 
somewhere says, “I will appoint their superintendents in up- 
rightness and their assistants in faith’? (42:1-5). 


It is clear that there was a sense of continuity of the Gospel 
from Christ to the Apostles and from the Apostles to the towns 
and cities where the Apostles preached. This idea is accepted 
by Protestants and Roman Catholics alike. It is perfectly ob- 
vious. But there is no hint here that the Gospel, or the divine 
truth, was transmitted from the Apostles to the Church in the 
form that has become Roman Catholic doctrine, namely, that 
the Gospel is transmitted from generation to generation by 
an infallible papacy so as to guarantee that that divine truth 
is assured in the Roman Catholic Church, and in no other. 

In fact, Clement seems to think that the body of truth and 
the officers in Corinth are just as valid as the truth and officers 
in any other church, because Corinth had apostolic preaching 
in Paul, though he was not one of the Twelve. 

Clement also gives a hint as to why the church in Rome 
should take initiative in writing to the church at Corinth. No 
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claim is suggested of authority over the Corinthians—which 
is significant if the bishop of Rome was understood to have 
been the Vicar of Christ and Head of the Church. But there 
was a very practical reason why a body of Christians should 
be concerned about trouble in another group of Christians. The 
church in Rome says to its sister: 


Your division has perverted many, it has plunged many 
into despondency, many into doubt, all of us into grief, and 
your rebellion still continues (46:9.) . .. It is disgraceful, 
dear friends, utterly disgraceful, and unworthy of Christian 
conduct to have it said that because of one or two people 
the old established church of the Corinthians is in revolt 
against its elders. And this report has not only reached us 
but also those who differ with us, so that because of your 
folly the name of the Lord is reviled and you yourselves are 
imperiled (47:6-7.) . .. Let us therefore make haste to put 
a stop to this, and let us fall down before the Master and 
implore him with tears to have mercy upon us and be rec- 
onciled to us, and restore us to our reverent and pure atti- 
tude of brotherly love (48:1). 


This does not imply authority in Rome. It implies that the 
church in Rome has a live moral concern for the cause of 
Christ. The church in Corinth was making a sorry spectacle of 
the Church of Christ, and was bringing disgrace upon the 
Church everywhere. It was in the interest of sound religion 
that the Christian Church everywhere should follow the teach- 
ings of the Master in their internal affairs. The spirit of love, 
brotherhood and orderliness should prevail. The sorry spectacle 
of Corinth would be giving aid and comfort to the pagans in 
Corinth and throughout the Roman Empire. So, it was the 
duty of Christians to help get their fellow Christians back in 
the way of orderliness and godliness. 


SECOND LETTER OF CLEMENT 


The next document of this period to be considered is really 
a sermon known as the Second Letter of Clement, written to 
the church in Corinth. The best scholarship points away from 
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Clement, as the author, to Soter who was Bishop of Rome 166- 
174 A.D. 

For our study, the most interesting part of this sermon is 
the humility of the writer, who identifies himself constantly 
with those to whom he is writing. The word “brethren” appears 
ten times and “brothers and sisters’ twice in this sermon. The 
writer considers himself a sinner for he says: 


. . . I myself too who am utterly sinful and have not yet 
escaped temptation, but am still in the midst of the devil's 
tools, am eager to pursue righteousness, in order that I may 
succeed at least in getting close to it, in fear of the judgment 
that is to come (18:1-2). 


Such humility and sense of personal sin is far removed 
from the spirit of supreme authority and infallibility that were 
attached to the office later in history. 

The theory of the Church of Christ is quite different in this 
document from that of the Roman Catholic Church today. 


Therefore, brethren, if we do the will of God our Father, 
we shall belong to the first church, that spiritual one, that 
was created before the sun and moon; but if we do not do 
the will of God, we shall be of those meant by the scripture 
that says, ‘““My house has become a robbers’ cave,’’ So, then, 
let us choose to be part of the church of life, in order that 
we may be saved. I do not suppose you are unaware that a 
living “church is the body of Christ’; for the scripture says, 
““God made man male and female.’ The male is Christ, the 
female is the church. Besides, the books and the apostles 
say that the church not only exists now, but has done so from 
the beginning. For she was spiritual as our Jesus also was, 
but he was revealed in the last days, to save us. And the 
church, which was spiritual, was revealed in the flesh of 
Christ, showing us that if any of us guards her in the flesh 
and does not corrupt her, he will get her back again the 
Holy Spirit (14: 1-3). 


This eternal spirztual church that is here described is quite 
different from the Roman Catholic doctrine of the church. That 
doctrine implies that the kingdom of God that Jesus talked 
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about was identical with the physical church that he estab- 
lished, by which they mean the Roman Catholic Church with 
the hierarchy of authority and infallibility. Protestants are 
criticized for teaching a spiritual kingdom and a spiritual 
church that is eternal. 

The Catholic Encyclopedia has this to say: 


Through the medium of these metaphors (Bride, Temple, 
Body) the Apostles set forth the inward nature of the 
Church. Their expressions leave no doubt that in them they 
always refer to the actually existing Church founded by 
Christ on earth—the society of Christ’s disciples. Hence it 
is instructive to observe that Protestant divines find it neces- 
sary to distinguish between an actual and an ideal Church, 
and to assert that the teaching of the Apostles regarding the 
Spouse, the Temple, and the Body refers to the ideal Church 
alone. (Vol. III, p. 752.) 


Whatever modern Roman Catholics may think of the 
spiritual or ideal church as being Protestant fancy, Pope Soter 
or whoever wrote the document called Second Letter of 
Clement, in the second half of the second century, did believe 
in exactly that kind of church. And I am convinced that an 
unprejudiced reading of St. Paul on the church would reveal 
that he thought in terms of an ideal, spiritual church far more 
than he did in an highly organized church such as developed 
into what we know as the Roman Catholic Church. The king- 
dom of God as taught by Jesus fits this idea of the Second 
Letter of Clement far closer than it fits the description of the 
church in the Catholic Encyclopedia. 

There is, of course, the real material church, made up of 
the body of believers, organized for fellowship and worship 
and designed to serve as a working force. 


HERMAS 


Now we must turn to Hermas, a Christian prophet who 
evidently lived in Rome, and wrote about 140 A.D., or possibly 


TESTIMONY OF THE APOSTOLIC FATHERS 55 


at the close of the first century. His writings as they have come 
to us, consist of visions, parables and commandments. 

This writer seems to agree with the Second Letter of 
Clement about the Church. It is represented as an elderly 
woman in these words: “Because she was created first of all; 
that is why she is elderly; and it was because of her that the 
world was formed” (Vision 2,4:1). The Church is “sustained 
by the invisible power of the Master” (Vision 3, 3:5). The 
Church existed even before the world was created, still it is 
sustained by the Master and it is holy. It is clear that this 
Roman preacher understood that the Church was ideal and 
spiritual, having its origin in the mind of God, not in a fact 
of history in the career of Jesus. 

It is instructive to note that this writer at the turn of the 
first century or in the middle of the second, living in Rome, 
wrote to help his fellow Christians to live the Christian life 
and to tell them about the Church, yet he made no reference to 
the church in Rome, to the bishop of Rome, or to any authority 
of the Church that would indicate that he knew anything about 
what we call the Roman Catholic Church. Writing about the 
Church he felt no need to even mention the vicar of Christ, 
the head of the church, hierarchy, or pope, excepting to imply 
that Clement ought to send his scroll to other cities. These 
are his words: 


So you must write two little scrolls and you must send one 
to Clement and" one to Grapte. Then Clement must send it 
to the cities abroad, for that is his function, and Grapte will 
exhort the widows and orphans. But you shall read it aloud 
to this city, with the elders who have charge of the church 
(Vision 2, 4:3). 


Hermas seems to think that the function of Pope Clement 
is to circulate these writings to other cities, which seems to 
attach some concern on the part of Clement for other churches, 
but it also implies that this humble preacher, Hermas, and the 
ideal, eternal Church, have a right to commandeer Clement to 
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do a clerical task of circulating a letter. The last sentence 
quoted above also says that the “elders have charge of the 
church,” referring to the local church in Rome. So every evi- 
dence of hierarchy is absent from The Shepherd of Hermas. 


IGNATIUS OF ANTIOCH 


Next we come to Ignatius, Bishop of Antioch, in Syria, 
whose writings have caused more argument than have the 
writings of all the other Apostolic Fathers combined. Much of 
the discussion has been in the interest of determining just what 
Ignatius wrote. As many as fifteen letters have been attributed 
to him. As few as three appear in a Syriac version, and these 
_ three are in much briefer form than they are in the Greek ver- 
sions. Both Catholic and Protestant scholars are pretty well 
agreed that the shorter Greek version of seven letters is the 
authentic work of Ignatius, and that he did not write the other 
eight. As the great church historian, Philip Schaff, referring 
to these eight rejected letters, says: “These letters swarm with 
offenses against history and chronology.’’* 

The forgery of the eight letters was obviously in the interest 
of giving early authority for ideas that later developed in the 
Roman Catholic Church, and they were entirely unknown to 
Eusebius in the fourth century and Jerome in the fifth. Many 
scholars have felt that the seven genuine epistles have suffered 
some at the hands of those who had the motive for forging the 
other eight, namely, to try to prove that Ignatius, early in the 
second century, knew about a strong system of government 
with powerful bishops. 

However, if we take these seven letters of Ignatius, and do 
not read into them what is not there, Protestants need not 
quarrel with Ignatius. It is so tempting to read into Ignatius 
what later is found in the more highly developed hierarchy 
that often Ignatius has been interpreted as strong evidence for 
the Roman hierarchy. Let not the honest, careful student be 
stampeded at this point. 


* History of the Christian Church, Vol. Il, p. 661. 
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Ignatius was Bishop of Antioch, the third largest and most 
influential city of the Roman Empire, being excelled only by 
Rome and Alexandria. Antioch was also the mother church of 
Gentile Christianity. The importance of his position as bishop 
of that influential church again and again breaks through the 
veil of humility with which he seeks to cover himself. He feels 
his position when he writes to five other churches asking them 
to be faithful and give proper respect to their bishops. He 
feels his position when he appeals to the saintly Polycarp. 
Strangely enough, when he writes to the church in Rome he 
does not even mention the bishop or the pope. 

Ignatius was condemned to death for his faith and was 
being taken to Rome to be cast in the arena with wild beasts. 
On the way he wrote four letters from Smyrna and three from 
Troas. It is not clear why he should be taken all the way from 
Antioch in Syria to die in Rome when there were many Chris- 
tians much closer, and there is no indication of the particular 
cause for Rome’s exacting this penalty. One thing is clear from 
the reading of his seven letters, namely, he was thrilled with 
the honor of being a martyr and insisted that no one should 
intercede for him. He really relished the idea of being a martyr, 
for he seemed to think that would be his sure entrance into full 
discipleship and heaven. Many historians refer to this strange 
quirk in his personality. He had what might be called a morbid 
enthusiasm for his own martyrdom. 

For such enthusiasm one would expect some particular 
issue to be the occasion, but he seemed to be no champion of 
any particular cause. The records imply only that he was dying 
for the Christian faith. There were many thousands of Chris- 
tians by this time. His zeal seemed to arise from the belief that 
his martyrdom would assure his salvation. 

Our particular interest in Ignatius in our present study is 
what he had to say about church organization. Did he know 
about the Roman Catholic hierarchy as we know it today? Did 
he understand that Christ gave authority to Peter and his suc- 
cessors in such a way that that line of popes should have in- 
fallible wisdom concerning faith and morals? And did Ignatius 
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understand that such wisdom was not assured outside that 
papal succession beginning with Peter? In answering these 
questions, we shall consider whatever in these seven letters 
has a bearing on this matter. 

In his letter to the Ephesians, Ignatius commends them, 
among other things, to be “united in a common subjection to 
the bishop and the body of elders” (2:2). He also exhorts 
them to live in harmony with the mind of God and says: ‘‘For 
Jesus Christ, our inseparable life is the mind of the Father, 
just as the bishops who are appointed all over the world are 
in the mind of Jesus Christ’ (3:2). 

The intention of Ignatius is made clear in the following 
paragraph: 


Hence it is proper for you to run your race in harmony 
with the mind of the bishop, just as you are doing. For 
your deserving body of elders, worthy of God, is attuned 
to the bishop as the strings are to the harp. Therefore, in 
your agreement and harmonious love Jesus Christ is being 
praised. You must, every man of you, join in a choir so that 
being harmonious and in concord and taking the keynote 
of God in unison, you may sing with one voice through 
Jesus Christ to the Father, so that he may hear you and 
through your good deeds recognize that you are parts of his 
Son. So it is advantageous for you to be in blameless unity, 
so that you always share in God (4:1-2). 


Ignatius goes on to urge the Ephesians to “be zealous not 
to oppose the bishop, so that we may be submissive to God” 
(5:3). As we would look upon an agent with the same respect 
as we would the man who had sent that agent, so Ignatius 
reasons that “it is clear that we must look upon the bishop as 
the Lord himself’ (6:1). Again he enjoins the Ephesians to 
“obey the bishop and the elders with an undisturbed mind” 
(20:2). 

By these quotations one might think that Ignatius wrote to 
the church at Ephesus to establish the authority of the bishop, 
but several readings of the letter would reveal quite a dif- 
ferent purpose. The Bishop of Antioch, on his way to martyr- 
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dom, has a deep spiritual concern for Christians everywhere. 
Representatives from the church at Ephesus, including the 
bishop, Onesimus, have come to be with Ignatius as his boat 
waits in port at Smyrna. Under the tension and emotion of 
these days, Ignatius’ heart burns to help his fellow Christians 
be faithful and loving—true followers of Jesus Christ. 

There were many pagan religions, many heretical inter- 
pretations of the Christian faith; much theological floundering. 
Ignatius feels that the spiritual life of the people in the local 
congtegation can be served only if all the members work 
in closest possible harmony with the church officers—the bish- 
op, elders, and deacons. The bishop is the spiritual head of 
the local church with special responsibility for preaching and 
the sacraments. Naturally, harmony with the bishop would be 
the road to spiritual life. 

Evidently, there were people who did not follow the leader- 
ship in the churches of that day. All sorts of heresies and im- 
moralities could creep in from that pagan environment. 

It is significant that Ignatius is also concerned about the 
members accepting the elders and the deacons. He sees the 
need for members’ being more loyal to all the officers of the 
local church. 

Another significant fact is that Ignatius knows nothing 
about any special honor or obedience being due the bishop in 
Rome. Obedience to the bishop is clearly a local matter in 
Ephesus. If there is any primacy among the bishops suggested 
in this and the other letters of Ignatius, that primacy would 
go to Ignatius, himself, who has taken it upon himself to write 
to so many. However, he probably means to imply no primacy 
for himself, but is concerned for the spiritual growth of his 
fellow Christians. 

The other letters of Ignatius add very little to the spirit 
and substance of his letter to the Ephesians, but they should 
be looked at briefly. 

In his letter to the church in Magnesia he exhorts them to 
“be zealous to do everything in godly harmony, with the bishop 
presiding in the place of God, and the elders in the place of 
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the council of the apostles, and the deacons too, who are so 
dear to me...” (6:1). But he commends the deacon, Zotion, 
“because he obeys the bishop as the grace of God, and the 
board of elders as the law of Jesus Christ” (2:1). Again he 
says: “Subordinate yourselves to the bishop and to one 
another’ (13:2). 

It is clear from these passages that Ignatius did not have 
a very clear idea about the offices in the local church, excepting 
that the bishop was the highest. The elders were said to take 
the place of the Apostles in one place and were called the 
law of Jesus Christ in another. Members were to be subordinate 
to the bishop and other officers in one place, and in another 
they are to be subordinate to the bishop and to one another. 
In other words, the Catholic doctrine about authority in the 
hierarchy does not exist in Ignatius, despite the dignity that 
he gives to the bishop. Even this dignity is not practiced by 
the people, so it is not a doctrine accepted by them, otherwise 
Ignatius would not have to plead for obedience and subordi- 
nation as he does. 

In his letter to the church at Tralles he urges the members 
to “subordinate yourselves to the bishop as to Jesus Christ’ 
and likewise they are to ‘‘subordinate’”’ themselves also “to the 
board of elders as to the apostles of Jesus Christ’? (2:1-2). 
Again he says: “He who is inside the altar is clean; but he who 
is outside the altar is not clean; that is to say, he who does 
anything without bishop and board of elders and deacon has 
not a clear conscience” (7:2). 

This all implies that Ignatius had no well-defined church 
polity and, such as there was, was not Roman Catholic polity. 
Again, this bishop is appealing to fellow Christians to have 
loyalty and order, giving respect to all church officers (bishops, 
elders and deacons), so that the Christians may be true to 
Christ and have a clear conscience. 

As Ignatius writes to the church at Rome he is aware that 
Rome is the capital of the Empire and that the church there is 
deserving of great honor, for he addresses it in the opening 
salutation as the church 
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. which holds the chief place in the seat of the country 
of Rome, worthy of God, worthy of honor, worthy of felici- 
tation, worthy of praise, worthy of success, worthily pure, 
and pre-eminent in love, named after Christ, named after the 
Father, which I greet in the name of Jesus Christ, Son of 
the Father. 


But surely, it is also no accident that he said nothing about 
the Vicar of Christ or the head of the church being bishop of 
Rome. He praised the Roman Church in many beautiful words, 
but he said nothing significant about the authority of Christ 
residing in that church, or in its bishop. If Ignatius had any 
such idea he ought to have expressed it here while he was 
saying so many other beautiful things about the church. 

It should also be noted that in the midst of these beautiful 
words about the church in Rome, Ignatius limits the area of 
the Roman Church’s pre-eminence. He says it is the “chief place 
in the seat of the country of Rome,” which seems to mean that 
the Roman Church was chief in the area around Rome, per- 
haps applying to Italy. It is instructive to note that the Bishop 
of Antioch is giving no pre-eminence to the church in Rome 
and does not even mention the bishop, even though he is 
asking a favor of them, requesting that they do not interfere 
with his martyrdom, but let him die so he may be a true 
disciple. 

Here are some of his impassioned words, craving martyr- 
dom: 

I am writing to all the churches and I charge all that I 
willingly die for God, if only you do not prevent it. I en- 
treat you, do not do ill-timed kindness to me. Let me be 
eaten by the wild beasts, through whom I can reach the pres- 
ence of God. I am God’s wheat, and I am ground by the 
teeth of the wild beasts, so that I may be found pure bread 
of Christ. Instead, coax the wild beasts to be my grave, and 
to leave none of my body, so that when I have fallen asleep 
I may not be burdensome to anyone. Then I will really be 
a disciple of Jesus Christ, when the world will not see even 
my body. Pray to Christ for me, that through these instru- 
ments I may be found a sacrifice to God (4:1-2). 
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After writing these four letters, the boat carrying Ignatius 
moved on from Smyrna to Troas from which the next three 
letters were written. 

There is nothing new in the letter to the church at Phila- 
delphia that need detain us in our study. Ignatius is calling the 
Philadelphians to be loyal and faithful to the bishop, elders 
and deacons, so that they may not be led astray by false doc- 
trines and factions that had been threatening the Church. 

In his letter to the church in Smyrna, Ignatius adds nothing 
new that needs consideration. He combats the heresy known 
as Docetism, that teaches that Christ was spirit but not flesh 
and blood. He calls on the church members to give full alle- 
giance to the bishop, elders and deacons. They must follow the 
leadership of the bishop in worship. He says: 


You must all follow the bishop, as Jesus Christ followed 
the Father, and you must follow the board of elders as you 
would the apostles, and revere the deacons as the command 
of God, Let no one do any of the things that have to do 
with the church, without the bishop (8:1). 


Catholics have read later church doctrine into this passage 
and inflated it so much that Ignatius would not now be able 
to recognize his own words. If the whole letter be read, these 
words clearly mean that Ignatius was trying to strengthen the 
members of the local church by keeping them in close touch 
with their church officers who were chosen because they were 
spiritually minded and fit for leadership. 

His last epistle is addressed to Polycarp, bishop of the 
church in Smyrna. Even though Polycarp is a bishop, Ignatius 
takes the liberty of urging the pure, Christian life upon him 
in much the same way that he appeals to members of the 
church. There is nothing significant in this letter for our study, 
unless it be interpreted that Ignatius calls upon Polycarp to 
select a bishop as his own successor in Antioch. He says: 


It is your duty, most blessed Polycarp, to call a most holy 
council and to appoint someone who is greatly loved and 
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resolute, who can be called God’s messenger; command him 
to go to Syria and to glorify your determined love, to the 
glory of God. A Christian has no authority over himself 
but devotes himself to God. This is God’s work, and yours 
also, when you achieve it (7:2). 


Ignatius does not make it clear what he means by “a most 
holy council,” but it is clear that he expects Polycarp to do 
something of great importance. It seems to me that it would 
not have been necessary to have called “‘a most holy council” 
to authorize the sending of a mere messenger to Antioch simi- 
lar to the deacon who was sent from Philadelphia to Antioch. 

If this is the correct interpretation, it means that Ignatius, 
writing between 107 and 117 A.D., believed that the bishop for 
Antioch should be chosen by a council outside Antioch, but 
there is no mention of Rome. The Bishop of Smyrna, not the 
Bishop of Rome; has the responsibility of carrying out this 
duty. But the whole matter is rather vague, so its value as 
evidence is not great. 

It becomes perfectly clear as we study the seven authentic 
letters written by Ignatius, that his idea of church government 
is not at all the doctrine of the Roman Catholic Church with 
plenary authority from Christ to Peter and his successors, as- 
suring infallibility in doctrine and morals. He does give honor 
to the bishop, more than does any of the other Apostolic 
Fathers, but the honor he accords is far removed from the 
Roman Catholic doctrine of the hierarchy. 


POLYCARP OF SMYRNA 


Now, we continue our study of the other Apostolic Fathers. 
The next one to consider is Polycarp, bishop of the church in 
Smyrna, who died a martyr in 156 A.D., at the age of 86 years. 

Polycarp wrote only one letter that has been preserved, his 
letter to the Philippians. His spirit is humble and beautiful, 
and his words suggest long fellowship with the writings of 
Paul, John, and I Peter. For our study, the interesting fact is 
that this bishop says nothing whatever requesting church mem- 


64 ONLY ONE TRUE CHURCH? 


bers to be subordinate to the bishop. He does commend “‘sub- 
jecting ourselves to the elders and deacons as to God and 
Christ” (5:3). He assumes no authority in writing to the 
Philippians, but says: “I write you this, brethren, about up- 
rightness, not taking it upon myself, but because you first in- 
vited me to’ (3:1). He heartily commends the reading of 
Paul’s letters as he says: 


For neither I nor anyone else like me can follow the wis- 
dom of the blessed and glorious Paul, who when he was 
among you, face to face with the men of that time, carefully 
and steadfastly uttered his teaching about truth, and when 
he was absent wrote you letters, by poring over which you 
will be able to build yourselves up in the faith that has been 
given to you (3:2). 


He also urges the members to be subject to one another and 
to live lives that will be a good example before the heathen. 
‘You must all subordinate yourselves to one another, and live 
irreproachable lives among the heathen, so that you may be 
praised for your good deeds, and the Lord may not be ill 
spoken of through you” (10:2). 

Although Polycarp is writing as a bishop to another church, 
there is no hint that he knows anything about the hierarchy or 
peculiar authority vested in Rome, or infallible wisdom con- 
cerning faith and morals being transmitted through Peter and 
the bishop of Rome. 

A document has come down to us concerning the death of 
Polycarp prepared by the church in Smyrna, known as, The 
Martyrdom of the Holy Polycarp, Bishop of Smyrna. There is 
nothing in the document that even suggests that the church in 
Smyrna knew anything about the Roman Catholic doctrine of 
the church. 

There is an interesting statement made about worshiping 
Polycarp as a martyr that indicates that the church in Smyrna 
did not believe in the modern Roman Catholic doctrine and 
practice, commonly called the worship of saints. Nicetus had 
requested the governor not to allow the body of Polycarp to 
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be taken for burial lest these Christians start worshiping him 
instead of Jesus. The Smyrna church says that Nicetus 


said this at the instigation and insistence of the Jews who 
also watched us when we wete going to take him out of 
the fire—unaware that we will never be able to desert Christ 
who suffered for the salvation of the whole world of those 
who are saved, the blameless for the sinners, or to worship 
anyone else. For we worship him as the Son of God, but we 
love the martyrs as disciples and imitators of the Lord, and 
rightly so, for their unsurpassable devotion to their king and 
teacher. May we too prove to be their partners and fellow 
disciples (17:2-3). 


OTHER FRAGMENTS OF THIS PERIOD 


The fragments that have been gleaned from the writings of 
Papias, of Hierapolis, and preserved by various historians, are 
of no significance in the present study, excepting to note that 
Papias was eager to talk to persons who had known or heard 
the original Apostles, so he could have the truth of God as 
directly as possible. If he had been aware of the Roman 
Catholic doctrine he could have been assured of divine truth 
by inquiring from some successor of Peter, and would not 
have been required to follow the laborious method of seeking 
persons who had seen and heard the Apostles. 

Now we have come to the end of the writings known as 
the Apostolic Fathers, those who wrote from apostolic days 
till past the middle of the second century. These are the per- 
sons who should have known, if anybody did, that the Church 
that Jesus founded was Roman Catholic in organization and 
doctrine. 

A careful survey of all the literature of this period makes 
it perfectly clear that no one of the writers of this period has 
left any evidence whatever that he understood that Jesus Christ 
gave Peter unique authority in the Church and thus instituted 
an authoritative hierarchy that would, generation after gen- 
eration, infallibly assure to the Church divine truth in matters 
of doctrine and morals. Catholics have quoted Ignatius more 
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than anyone else in this period, but we have seen that Ignatius 
was far from a Roman Catholic in his understanding of the 
Church. He clearly showed that he considered his own office 
as Bishop of Antioch at least equal to any other office. He 
honored the church in Rome as being chief in the country 
around Rome, but did not seem to understand that it was chief 
in the Roman Empire. He never mentioned the Bishop of 
Rome, even though he wrote to that church to ask a favor. 
The Bishop of Antioch gave no pre-eminence to the Bishop 
of Rome. That is not good Roman Catholic theory of the 
Church. Ignatius honors bishops and seeks to have members 
subordinate themselves likewise to elders and deacons. 

There is not the slightest hint in any of these Apostolic 
Fathers that the truth that comes from the hierarchy in Rome 
is the infallible divine truth and that all other teaching that 
does not own the primacy of Rome is error and worthy of ana- 
thema. That idea, apparently, had never occurred to any of the 
Apostolic Fathers writing in the first century following the 
death of Peter and Paul. 


QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER II 


1. Who were the Apostolic Fathers? 


2. Why should they have known Peter was a Pope if he had been 
one? 


3. What did the Apostolic Fathers say about Peter and the Papacy? 
4. What did the First Letter of Clement to the Corinthians suggest? 
5. What did the Second Letter of Clement suggest? 

6. What did The Shepherd of Hermas suggest ? 


7. Did Ignatius of Antioch support the modern idea of the hier- 
archy? 


8. Did Polycarp know anything about an infallible Pope in Rome? 


CHAPTER IV 


EVOLUTION OF THE MODERN ROMAN 
CATHOLIC CHURCH 


E HAVE seen that the Roman Catholic Church assumes 
and teaches that the pope at Rome is infallible when he 
speaks officially on matters of faith and morals, and that no 
Church that does not recognize such authority in the pope has 
reliable divine truth. This implies that any church that does 
not accept the spiritual and jurisdictional domination of Rome 
is outside the Church of Christ and is not a valid church. That 
is the doctrine and teaching of the Roman Catholic Church 
today, and it is that concept that we are examining in this study. 
The Roman Catholic Church has always been careful to 
base its doctrines upon Scripture and traditions of the Church. 
That is, it has always alleged that the statement of a doctrine 
is a clarification of ancient Scripture or early teaching of 
competent churchmen or early action of competent councils. 
So it is alleged that the doctrine of Papal Infallibility, made 
official by the Vatican Council in 1870, was merely a clear 
statement of the faith of the Church from Scripture and ancient 
times. 

Our study of the New Testament in Chapter II, in our 
judgment, proved conclusively that Peter did not understand 
that he was an infallible pope, that Paul did not understand 
that Peter had been made an infallible pope, that no writer of 
the New Testament understood that Peter had been made an 
infallible pope. ; 

In our judgment, we have also made it clear, in Chapter 
III, that not one of the Apostolic Fathers understood that 
Peter had been appointed an infallible pope. That means that 
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for at least one hundred years after the death of Peter, no 
one who wrote about the Christian Church had the idea that is 
current today that Peter was an infallible pope. 

The evidence in these two preceding chapters would even 
lead to a further conclusion, namely, that for a hundred years 
after the death of Peter, the Christian Church did not even 
recognize in the bishop of Rome any peculiar authority or 
power that was not shared by other bishops in the Church. 
This is the verdict of history for anyone who will look the 
facts of history in the face and judge them with the same kind 
of intelligent, critical judgment that would be applied to any 
other problem in history. 

This is so obvious that Catholic historians have practically 
admitted it, and have coined an elastic simile to avoid the 
logical conclusion of history. They have said that the papacy 
was in Peter as the oak tree is in the acorn. There is, without 
question, as much difference in size between the fully developed 
papacy and Peter as there is between an oak and an acorn. 
But if we are to understand that the papacy grew naturally 
out of Peter as the oak grows out of an acorn, then we must 
take another look at history. It is clear that other factors caused 
the tremendous expansion of power in the Roman Bishop, 
not the natural, inevitable growth that is implied in the oak- 
acorn figure. It is at this point that the Roman Catholic his- 
torian differs from all others. 

A sound evaluation of the facts of church history will show 
that the Roman Catholic Church of modern times is very dif- 
ferent from the Apostolic Church. That is to say, the modern 
Roman Catholic Church has gone through a long process of 
evolution. This evolution has been characterized, for good or 
for bad depending upon your point of view, by such amazing 
mutations that the modern Roman Catholic Church is far re- 
moved in nature from the Apostolic Church. 

We shall now consider briefly the evolution of the Roman 
Catholic Church in three important aspects: Evolution of the 
idea of a monarchical hierarchy; Evolution of authority of 
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the Bishop of Rome over Church Councils; and the Evolution 
of the idea of one true Christian Church. 


EVOLUTION OF A MONARCHICAL HIERARCHY 


Today the Roman Catholic Church is proud of its mon- 
archical hierarchy which assures unity in the Church and in- 
fallible teaching. One person at the top of the hierarchy with 
complete and absolute authority seems to the Roman Catholic 
to be ideal. Now let us see how this monarchical organization 
of the Church came into being. 

We have seen in Chapter II that Peter was often the spokes- 
man for the twelve and, as such, may be considered the leader 
of the apostles. But often when Peter spoke he did not speak 
the words of an “infallible pope.” Rather, he spoke nonsense 
and had to be rebuked at times. He did not act like an “in- 
fallible pope” when he denied knowing his Lord at the trial 
of Jesus. He did not act like an “infallible pope” at Antioch 
when Paul had to rebuke him for hypocritical conduct. Peter 
was not the monarchical head in the New Testament records 
with the kind of authority one would expect in the Head of 
the Church, or the Vicar of Christ. His leadership was that of 
one among twelve equals. 

When the apostles of Jesus went out preaching they es- 
tablished churches wherever they could get enough people to 
accept the Christian way. Although Paul was not one of the 
twelve, he went out and founded churches in many cities 
throughout the Roman Empire. His authority seemed to be 
just as valid as that of any of the twelve, including Peter. 

These apostles moved around a great deal preaching and 
establishing churches, so they had to place devout Christian 
leaders in the local churches to carry on when they were absent. 
Bishops, elders and deacons were ordained in the local 
churches. In apostolic days, apparently, there was no distinction 
between bishops and elders, but later the term bishop was re- 
served for the official who preached and administered the sacra- 
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ments. It is interesting to note that great Bible scholars like 
Jerome, Chrysostom and Theodoret understood that the dis- 
tinction between bishop and elder was not of divine institution, 
but developed through church usage. 

At first there were bishops in very small churches, even in 
rural communities. The tendency grew to limit the number of 
bishops to only the churches in the cities, leaving the service 
of the rural communities to lower orders of clergy. 

As time moved on, it was natural that people should revere 
more and more those churches that were founded by apostles. 
So, in the earliest development of the hierarchy, the bishops 
in Jerusalem, Antioch, Corinth, Ephesus and Rome were most 
respected, for they were founded by apostles. It was not long, 
however, until it became necessary for administrative efficiency, 
that bishops in the capitals of the provinces were given special 
honor, and were called metropolitans in the East and arch- 
bishops in the West. For some time there were three outstand- 
ing leaders of the Christian Church, one in each of the three 
leading cities of the Roman Empire: Rome, Alexandria and 
Antioch. 

With the dividing of the Roman Empire into four areas, 
early in the fourth century by Constantine, the capitals of those 
areas became particularly influential both in political and re- 
ligious matters. Thus Rome, Constantinople, Antioch and 
Alexandria became the leading churches, and their bishops 
were particularly powerful. The three Eastern bishops were 
called patriarchs and the Western bishop was called pope. 

Of these four, Rome and Antioch had always enjoyed the 
distinction of having been founded by apostles. Alexandria 
had gained distinction by being the second most important 
city in the Empire and could trace some kind of connection 
with Peter through Mark. Constantinople came into this elite 
category late and had no apostolic connections; but by action 
of the Council of Chalcedon in 451, was made eminent because 
of the political importance of the city, since Constantine had 
made it the capital of the Roman Empire in 330. So, in 451, 
we have four mighty patriarchs of the Christian Church, each 
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supreme in his own area, each having great respect for the 
others in their areas. 

There was one note of discord sounded as a result of the 
action of the Council of Chalcedon. This Council recognized 
precedence of honor due the pope in Rome and then proceeded 
to allow the “same precedence of honor’’ to the patriarch in 
Constantinople because of the importance of the capital city. 
Leo I (440-461), Pope of Rome, protested against the action 
of the Council, claiming that the eminence of the city was not 
sufficient cause for eminence of the church in the city, and 
claiming that the Roman Church should have pre-eminence 
because Peter was first among the Apostles. Leo I did not claim 
infallible divine truth as having come from Peter through the 
succession of bishops, but did claim that the importance of his 
position came from his relation to Peter, and not from the 
location of the church in the important political city, Rome. 

It should be made clear at this point that the Christian 
Church, meeting in official session in the Council of Chalcedon 
in 451, gave the pope in Rome special honor and then gave 
equal honor to the patriarch in Constantinople. But there is no 
thought that either patriarch had unique authority such as the 
pope claims today in papal infallibility and supreme authority 
at the very top of the hierarchy. The Council merely accorded 
special honor to two among equal bishops—equal in power 
and authority. 

This is the view that was certainly held by the Christian 
Church at the time of the Council of Chalcedon. This is so 
important to a correct understanding of the historical evolution 
of the monarchical hierarchy that we should pause long enough 
to call some outstanding witnesses of the first four centuries 
of the church. 


IGNATIUS 
Ignatius, writing between 107 and 117, urged his readers 


to be loyal to the bishop and has been quoted much by Roman 
Catholics in favor of the Roman hierarchy, but he was urging 
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church members to be loyal to their own local bishops. He 
considered himself equal to any bishop and gave no special 
deference to the bishop in Rome. In fact, he never mentioned 
the bishop when he wrote to the church in Rome. 


TRENAEUS 


Irenaeus, writing about 180, stressed the importance of the 
bishops as spiritual descendants of the apostles, assuring pure 
doctrine through the faithful teaching of divine truth. He was 
born in Asia Minor, reared in Smyrna, and lived most of his 
active years in what is now France. For him purity of doctrine 
was assured in those churches that were founded by apostles. 
He thought Rome was a safe depository of apostolic tradition 
through Peter, and Smyrna was also excellent because Poly- 
catp had known John. There is no intimation of hierarchical 
authority being especially committed to the bishop of Rome. 
In a time when heresies were becoming more prominent, some 
basis for authority was needed, and that was the authority of 
truth passed from the apostles to the men whom they trained 
to carry on the work of Christ. 

Irenaeus, far from believing that the pope was infallible, 
actually came to the rescue of Pope Victor and saved the 
day for him. A bitter controversy was in progress between the 
East and the West over the time to celebrate Easter. In the 
East it was customary to observe Good Friday on Passover day 
each year, the fourteenth day of the Jewish month Nisan. In 
the West, Easter was observed on Sunday. That is, in the West 
the day was observed, while in the East the date was observed. 

Victor, Bishop of Rome (189-198), objected to this Eastern 
custom in Rome and took it upon himself to correct other 
churches elsewhere. He wrote a strong letter to Bishop Poly- 
crates of Ephesus, leading church of Asia Minor at that time, 
demanding uniformity in the observance of Easter. Polycrates 
was not at all frightened by the bishop of Rome and asserted 
his own rights as a bishop and as a Christian of long standing 
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who knew the traditions from early times. Irenaeus then 
showed his irenic spirit and wrote a letter to Pope Victor, 
censuring him for threatening the peace of the church and 
strongly recommending caution and peace. It was clear in this 
controversy that neither Irenaeus nor Polycrates understood 
that the bishop in Rome was pope with infallibility and unt- 
versal authority. 


CYPRIAN 


With Cyprian in North Africa, martyred in 258, we have 
the most outspoken champion of the authority of the bishop. 
For him, the bishop was the church. If a person were not with 
the bishop he was outside the church. That authority came by 
transmission from apostolic founders of churches. He argued 
strenuously for the unity of the church through the bishops, 
greatly laboring the well-known passage from Matthew 16. 
But as one reads his impassioned argument for the unity of 
the church and stresses that unity, one wonders why he does 
not simply say that that unity is assured in Peter and in his 
successors at Rome. He could have said that simply and saved 
several pages of argumentation. It seems clear to me that 
Cyprian was trying to prove that truth has come down through 
the bishops, all the bishops, but that there is a fundamental 
unity in the church, even among the diversity of bishops, and 
that that unity was foreshadowed in Matthew 16 when Jesus 
spoke to Peter as the unifying symbol among the Twelve. In 
some such way there is a unity in the church, appears to me to 
be the meaning of Cyprian in his essay, Unity of the Catholic 
Church. 

This interpretation of Cyprian’s words is supported by his 
deeds. Cyprian never did go so far as to admit that the bishop 
in Rome was the supreme authority in the unity of the church. 
Only four years before his martyrdom he was in bitter conflict 
with Stephen, Bishop of Rome, declaring the pope in error 
and in misuse of his power. In other correspondence with 
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Roman bishops he addressed them as “brother’’ or “‘colleague,” 
implying his own equality. For Cyprian the bishop of Rome was 
not infallible and was not unique in authority. 


AMBROSE 


Ambrose was made bishop of Milan in the year 373 and 
had to be baptized before he could be ordained to the office. 
He had been a secular administrator and proved to be a good 
administrator for the church. Twice he made the emperor, 
Theodosius, kneel to his demands and he was the first to make 
it known that the church was superior to the state. It should 
also be noted that Ambrose was bishop of Milan, not of Rome. 
The highest honor ever paid a bishop by the state was paid 
first to the bishop of Milan, not to the bishop of Rome. 

Neither Ambrose nor any other bishop of Milan gave 
jurisdictional precedence to the bishop of Rome during the 
first six centuries. Ambrose taught that the primacy of Peter 
was of faith, not of rank, and he considered Paul equal to 
Peter. 


JEROME 


Jerome (d.420), the biblical scholar most respected by the 
Roman Catholic Church, did not believe the bishop of Rome 
was pope in the sense that we use the term today. He believed 
that Roman bishops were successors to Peter, but he also be- 
lieved in the equality of bishops. He was not an advocate of 
the divine origin of the office of bishop, but believed that it 
grew up from church usage, the bishop being the president of 
the body of elders. In his Commentary on Matthew 16, Jerome 
calls Christ, not Peter, the rock. 


AUGUSTINE 


Augustine (354-430), greatest theologian of the Early 
Church, who perhaps did more than any Church Father to 
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establish the Roman Catholic Church, did not believe in the 
infallibility of the Roman bishop nor in his supremacy in juris- 
diction over the other bishops. Twice he was party to protests 
from North Africa to correct the action or policy of the bishop 
of Rome. The bishop in Rome tried to reinstate Apiarius who 
had been deposed by the African church. But the latter asserted 
its rights in no uncertain terms. In part we quote: 


The assumption of appeal to Rome is a trespass on the 
rights of the African church, and what has been brought 
forward as a Nicene ordinance for it is not Nicene, and is 
not to be found in the genuine copies of the Nicene Acts, 
which have been received from Constantinople and Alex- 
andria. Let the pope, therefore, in the future send no more 
judges to Africa, and since Apiarius has now been excluded 
for his offenses, the pope will surely not expect the African 
church to submit longer to the annoyances of the legate Faus- 
tinus. May God the Lord long preserve the pope, and may 
the pope pray for the Africans.* 


Then again in the Pelagian controversy, the pope was com- 
pelled to change his views by the strong intervention of the 
African church under the leadership of Augustine. 

So it becomes perfectly clear that the supreme authority 
and infallibility of the pope was not recognized by church 
leaders, even as late as the death of Augustine in 430. It should 
also be noted that these church leaders were from all parts of 
the Roman Empire: Ignatius from Antioch; Irenaeus, reared 
in Smyrna, but bishop in Lyons, France; Cyprian in North 
Africa; Ambrose in Milan, Italy; Jerome, born in Dalmatia 
which is north of Macedonia, educated in Rome, monumental 
work done in Palestine; Augustine, in Carthage. It was not a 
sectional opposition to Roman supremacy and infallibility. It 
was a universal understanding of the whole Christian Church, 
with the possible, though dubious, exception of the church at 
Rome. 

We ought to look a moment at the possibility that the 


* Philip Schaff, History of the Christian Church, Vol. Ill, p. 295. 
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Church in Rome might have considered itself unique in that its 
bishop was infallible and vested with jurisdictional authority 
over the entire Christian world. There is no reliable evidence 
that any bishop of Rome in this period claimed for himself 
such infallibility or such authority. The only semblance of such 
an idea occurs on the occasions when the bishop of Rome has 
attempted to influence other bishops or other churches in policy 
or doctrine. But we have seen how often he was rebuffed by 
other bishops and we have observed Roman bishops humbly 
changing their policies in favor of opposing bishops. Imagine 
a modern bishop speaking up to a modern pope as Irenaeus, 
Cyprian and Augustine addressed the bishops of Rome in their 
days! Imagine a modern pope changing his course of action 
because of the protests of some of his bishops, as bishops of 
Rome changed their policies for Irenaeus and Augustine! 

No, we cannot say that even the bishops of Rome believed 
that they were infallible and had jurisdictional authority over 
the whole Christian Church, even as late as the middle of the 
fifth century. There is no doubt but that the bishops of Rome 
sought more power than other bishops were willing to grant, 
but it was not of the order now claimed by the Roman Catholic 
Church. 

When and how did these extravagant claims develop? 

We said earlier in this chapter that there were four out- 
standing patriarchs, hierarchical heads of their respective areas. 
To these four was added a fifth, the patriarch of Jerusalem, 
although he never ruled over a large area. Jerusalem was given 
the rank of a patriarchate because of its ancient religious 
prestige. These five were supreme in their respective patri- 
archates. 

What finally happened to these five patriarchates: Rome, 
Constantinople, Alexandria, Antioch and Jerusalem? The last 
three practically vanished in the Moslem flood in the seventh 
and eighth centuries, when powerful Moslem armies conquered 
Palestine, Egypt and North Africa. As important centers of 
Christian influence, only Rome and Constantinople remained. 
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It should be remembered that the great majority of Christen- 
dom, including the patriarchates of Antioch, Alexandria, Jeru- 
salem and Constantinople never did give unique authority to 
the bishop of Rome. It was their understanding that the patri- 
arch of Rome had no more jurisdictional authority and no more 
divine wisdom than did the four other patriarchs. Rome was 
given a little special honor among equals, but it was not the 
kind of honor that suggests infallibility nor supreme authority. 

Before we leave this period we should also note the amaz- 
ing fact that no bishops of Rome are known for their literary 
contributions to doctrine and morals during the first four form- 
ative centuries, when the best religious minds were wrestling 
with the great religious truths in relation to pagan and hereti- 
cal ideas. This was the time when Christian leaders had to 
face a pagan world with a new faith, and they had to prove 
their faith against a background of various pagan religions, 
pagan philosophies, and the religion of the Old Testament. 
Those first centuries were critical and Christian leadership 
needed its best brains and its best characters to establish the 
Christian Church. 

If special wisdom were attached to the office of bishop of 
Rome, we have every right to expect that Church and its 
bishops to furnish outstanding leadership in those crucial cen- 
turies. But the opposite is the case. All the great men who were 
leaders of Christian thought lived in cities other than Rome. 
If infallibility were part of the equipment of the bishop of 
Rome, surely some occupant of that office should have distin- 
guished himself by announcing some of that infallible truth. 
But history records no bishop of Rome making any significant 
outstanding contribution to the religious discussions of the 
first four centuries. 

If, during the first four centuries, the bishops of Rome 
were not considered unique by the majority of Christendom, 
how did it happen that later the bishop of Rome became pope 
in the modern sense of that term? How was it possible for the 
office to rise to the top of the Roman hierarchy with claims of 
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infallibility and supreme authority as in an absolute monarchy ? 

First of all, it should be noted that the bishop of Rome 
never did become pope in the modern sense of the word in 
the major part of Christendom. It only occurred in the West 
where Rome had no peers in its own patriarchate. Everybody 
in the West, including Italy and central and western Europe, 
naturally looked to Rome. The other four patriarchs were far 
removed by geography and Rome was the religious center of 
the West. Missionaries went out from Rome to evangelize 
Europe and establish the Church. Naturally, those great areas 
would look to Rome for leadership and guidance. 

Perhaps the most important factor that made it possible 
for the bishop of Rome to gain authority in the West was the 
political situation that destroyed all other authority that might 
maintain order in a chaotic society. Shortly after Constantine 
moved the capital to Constantinople Rome naturally declined 
in political influence. Though political assistants of the 
emperor were stationed in Rome, they were usually weak and 
unable to maintain order or provide protection for the state. 
Invasions from the north threatened the very life of the peo- 
ple. Rome was invaded and sacked many times, the first by 
Alaric in 410. The date for the fall of Rome is usually given 
as 476, but it had fallen from its pedestal of political power 
long before that, and fell again and again afterward. 

In this political welter the Church offered the only order. 
If strong men could lead the Church, people would be glad to 
accept that leadership. Fortunately or providentially, some 
strong men did appear to lead the church in Rome. Leo I, or 
The Great, ruled the Church ably from 440 to 461, and is 
often considered the first pope in the rise of the papacy. Com- 
paratively weak popes followed until Gregory I ruled from 590 
till 604. 

From the time of Gregory I till the Reformation in the six- 
teenth century the power of the pope grew more, so that in 
those Middle Ages he was, over the years, the most powerful 
political force as well as the head of the Church. But the 
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doctrine of infallibility was not formally announced until the 
Vatican Council in 1870. 

In concluding this section, we should bear in mind that the 
Moslem hordes destroyed the Church in Palestine, Syria, much 
of Asia Minor, Egypt and North Africa, leaving only the 
patriarchate of Constantinople. All that remained of the Chris- 
tian Church in the East steadfastly refused to accord special 
authority or peculiar wisdom to the patriarch of Rome. As the 
Western Church grew in strength with its advance through 
Europe it tried all the harder to bring the East under its dom- 
ination, but the East always maintained its own equality. 
Clashes between the East and the West became more bitter 
from the middle of the ninth century till the complete break 
in 1054. Several attempts to reunite the Church failed, until 
finally Constantinople fell to the Mohammedan Turks in 1453. 
The Roman Catholic Church is still today separate from the 
Eastern Orthodox Church, represented largely by the Russian 
and the Greek Orthodox churches. 


EVOLUTION OF AUTHORITY OF BISHOP 
OF ROME OVER CHURCH COUNCILS 


Now we turn to an historical survey of another phase of 
the evolution of the Roman Catholic Church as we know it 
today. In early days authoritative church councils were held 
to define doctrine and the bishop of Rome was one among 
many, but since 1870 the pope in Rome has been declared 
infallible in doctrine and morals and church councils, in such 
matters, have become superfluous. How and when did this de- 
velopment occur? 

In the early centuries of the Church there developed a 
system of councils. There was a district council, presided over 
by the bishop in that diocese; a provincial council with a 
metropolitan or archbishop; a patriarchal council with a patri- 
arch; a national council, Greek or Latin; and an ecumenical* 


* World-wide representation of all churches. 
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council for the whole Christian world. For our study, we are 
interested primarily in the last class, the ecumenical councils, 
and in some cases in the national councils. 

There were seven so-called ecumenical councils in the early 
centuries of the Christian Church. The Council of Nicaea 
(325) was called by Constantine to consider and settle the 
Arian controversy. The Council of Constantinople (381) was 
called by Emperor Theodosius the Great. The Council of 
Ephesus (431) was called by Theodosius II and the Western 
associate emperor, Valentinian III. The Council of Chalcedon 
(451) was called by Emperor Marcian and the Roman Bishop, 
Leo. The Second Council of Constantinople (553) was called 
by Emperor Justinian and presided over by Patriarch Eutychius 
of Constantinople. The Third Council of Constantinople 
(680) was called by Constantine Progonatus. The Second 
Council of Nicaea (787) was called by Empress Irene. 

These seven councils established the basic theology of 
Christendom, acceptable in the main to all the various churches 
in the East and the West. These councils that defined and for- 
mulated Christian doctrine were all called by secular emperors, 
only the Council of Chalcedon having been called jointly by 
the emperor and bishop of Rome. Emperors presided over the 
meetings of these councils or had their representative preside, 
and the emperor signed the edicts and decisions to make them 
legal and binding. Often when theological questions were 
being argued the secular presiding officer would give his chair 
to a bishop, feeling unprepared to preside at such times. Often 
the representative from Rome would be invited to preside. 

The important fact to note is that the bishop of Rome was 
not recognized in these ecumenical councils as being the in- 
fallible pope. The fundamental doctrines of the Christian 
Church were formulated and defined by these ecumenical 
councils, not by the infallible wisdom of the Roman bishop. 
Those councils were recognized by the Church to have the 
authority to define and determine doctrine, morals and ecclesi- 
astical order and discipline. Their decrees had to have the con- 
firmation of the emperor and frequently the emperor made 
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those decrees the law of the realm and enforced them. The 
bishop of Rome played a minor role in these basic and in- 
fluential councils. | 

It should be further noted that the decision of these coun- 
cils was supreme and final in matters of faith and morals; and 
that in matters of discipline they might even excommunicate 
bishops and patriarchs. In doctrine the councils were regarded 
as infallible. To substantiate these facts we quote Philip 
Schaff: * 


Athanasius says, with reference to the doctrine of the 
divinity of Christ: “What God has spoken by the council of 
Nice abides forever!’ The council of Chalcedon pronounced 
the decrees of the Nicene fathers unalterable statutes, since 
God himself had spoken through them. The council of 
Ephesus, in the sentence of deposition against Nestorius, 
uses the formula: “The Lord Jesus Christ, whom he has blas- 
phemed, determines through this most holy council . . .” 
Pope Gregory the Great even placed the first four councils, 
which refuted and destroyed respectively the heresies and 
impieties of Arius, Macedonius, Nestorius, and Eutyches, on 
a level with the four canonical Gospels. In like manner Jus- 
tinian puts the dogmas of the first four councils on the same 
footing with the Holy Scriptures, and their canons by the 
side of the laws of the realm. 


It is clear, then, that for more than seven hundred years 
the bishop of Rome was not superior to the general councils 
of the Christian Church. Rather, the councils defined doctrine 
and legislated for the Church. 

A new development occurred about the middle of the 
eighth century that helped make papal history. Until this time, 
the bishop of Rome was under the temporal authority of the 
emperor at Constantinople. A newly elected pope had to re- 
ceive the approval of the emperor to become official and the 
pope was subject to imperial arrest. But the Eastern Empire 
was weakening and new political developments were in the 
making in the West. 


* History of the Christian Church, Vol. Ill, p. 341. 
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Rivalry for political power in Italy was fierce. The armies 
of Lombardy threatened Rome. Pope Stephen III induced Pepin, 
King of the Franks, to come and drive out the Lombards. In 
this, an alliance was made between the pope and the powerful 
German warriors, the pope putting his approval upon the king 
and receiving in return military assistance from Pepin for ob- 
taining a sizable estate that created a substantial “Patrimony of 
St. Peter” (755). This proved to be a favorable situation for 
the growth of papal power, for the Franks afforded ample 
protection from other military aggressions and the pope was 
recognized as spiritual monarch. However, the popes soon be- 
came so concerned about property, money and political power 
that their morality and spirituality suffered. 

One of the most shameful periods of Church history ex- 
tended from 867 till 1049 when pope after pope disgraced his 
high office with amazing impropriety. Worldliness, bribery, 
intrigue, murder, adultery were among the sins of the popes, 
and some of them were guilty of all these sins. The moral and 
spiritual degradation of the papacy sank to such a disgraceful 
low, and remained there for so long a time, that a Protestant 
marvels at the claims of the Roman Catholic Church concerning 
papal infallibility, spiritual leadership and authority. These 
have been so grossly violated in. history that a Protestant won- 
ders how a Roman Catholic can take their validity seriously. 

Pope Gregory VII (1073-1085) gave new prestige and 
power to the papacy. Prof. Williston Walker* quotes some of 
the principles of this pope: 


That the Roman Church was founded by God alone... 
That the Roman pontiff alone can rightfully be called uni- 


versal . . . That he alone can depose or reinstate bishops 
. . . That he alone may use the imperial insignia . . . That 
it may be permitted him to depose emperors .. . That he 


himself may be judged by no one. . . That he may absolve 
subjects from their fealty to wicked men... 


These claims to supreme power mark a new high in the de- 


* History of the Christian Church, Scribner's, New York: 1919, p. 229. 
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velopment of the claims of the pope. At first it appeared as 
though Gregory would be able to make his claims good when 
Henry IV of Germany appeared before him three days bare- 
footed in penitence. But in the end Henry IV won and Gregory 
died in disappointment. He never even attempted to enforce 
his unique claims upon the kings of England and France. Con- 
tests between popes and kings continued for more than two 
centuries to determine who had the right to exercise supreme 
power. Sometimes popes would show superior strength and at 
other times kings would appear to excel. These contests were 
complicated with many other interests, such as, crusades to 
free the sepulchre of our Lord from the hands of Moslems, 
the increase of commerce, the rise of towns, the rise of national- 
ism, the conflict of national interests and rivalry. 

As a part of political rivalry and the influence of the French 
king, Philip IV, Pope Clement V moved his seat to Avignon 
(1309) which was the beginning of what is known as the 
Babylonish Captivity, ending in 1377. This long residence of 
popes under the direct influence and protection of French 
kings aroused the animosity of Germans, English and Italians. 

One year after his return to Rome in 1377, Pope Gregory 
XI died. Urban VI, the new pope, attempted some reforms in 
the papal court. In four months the cardinals declared his 
election void and elected another pope, Clement VII. So there 
were two popes, each condemning the other and each receiving 
the loyalty of a portion of Christendom. The schism continued 
with their successors and the scandal of strife disgraced the 
Church. The matter became so serious that laymen as well as 
clergy saw the necessity of bringing this confusion to an end. 

Efforts to induce the rival popes to resign failed so, finally, 
it was determined that a general council must needs be called. 
The cardinals of both popes called the council to meet in Pisa 
in 1409. This council deposed both popes and elected another, 
Alexander V. So now there were three popes: Rome, Naples 
and portions of Germany supporting Gregory XII; Spain, 
Portugal and Scotland supporting Benedict XIII; England, 
France and portions of Germany supporting Alexander V. 
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Sigismund, new emperor of the Holy Roman Empire, real- 
izing the urgency of the case, called another council to meet 
at Constance in 1414. The council declared that as 


representing the Catholic Church militant [it] has its power 
immediately from Christ, and every one, whatever his posi- 
tion or rank, even if it be the papal dignity itself, is bound 
to obey it in all those things which pertain to the faith, to 
the healing of the schism, and to the general reformation of 
the Church of God (Walker, op. cit. p. 309). 


This Council succeeded in ridding Christendom of three 
popes and elected one with the support of all, Martin V. This 
Council also legislated to create the Church as a constitutional 
monarchy with the pope the executive, but ruled largely by a 
legislative body meeting at stated intervals and representing 
all parts of the Christian world. But this democratic effort was 
never realized. 

The interesting thing about these so-called reforming coun- 
cils is that they affirmed that the supreme power in the Church 
resided, not in pope but in general councils. This idea was in 
keeping with the philosophy and practice of the Christian 
Church for seven centuries, at least, but it had been thrown 
aside by the process of history. But popes had so misused the 
power they had won in these intervening centuries that reform 
became inevitable. Many good people were sick and disgusted 
with the immoralities of popes, bishops and priests over a 
period of centuries, with now and then an honorable respite, 
but the continuation of two lines of popes was utterly intoler- 
able. Scholars made careful studies of the basis of authority, 
among whom were Dante (1265-1321), John of Paris (d.- 
1306), Marsilius of Padua (d. 1342?), William of Occam 
(d. 1349?). 

Walker (op. cit. p. 294) gives the gist of Marsilius’ views 
in saying that 


the basis of all power is the people; in the state, the whole 
body of citizens; in the church, the whole body of Christian 
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believers. They are the legislative power; by them rulers in 
church and state are appointed, and to them these executive 
officers are responsible. The only final authority in the church 
is the New Testament; but priests have no power of physical 
force to compel men to obey it. Their sole duty is to teach, 
warn, and reprove. The New Testament teaches that bishops 
and priests are equivalent designations, yet it is well, as a 
purely human constitution, to appoint some clergy superin- 
tendents over others. This appointment gives no superior spir- 
itual power, nor has one bishop spiritual authority over an- 
other, or the Pope over all. Peter had no higher rank than 
the other Apostles. There is no New Testament evidence that 
he was ever in Rome. The New Testament gives no counte- 
nance to the possession of earthly lordships and estates by 
clergymen. No bishop or Pope has authority to define Chris- 
tian truth as contained in the New Testament, or make 
binding laws. These acts can be done only by the legislative 
body of the church—the whole company of Christian be- 
lievers, represented in a general council. Such a council is the 
supreme authority in the church. 


This noble and democratic idealism, in perfect accord with 
the ideals and practices of the Christian Church for seven 
centuries, was destined to find new and more powerful cham- 
pions in the Reformation. But in the fourteenth century it fell 
mostly on deaf ears, though it did help to prepare for the re- 
forming councils in the early fifteenth century, just referred to. 
But the time was not yet fully ripe for the Reformation, so 
the reforming councils did little more than restore to the papacy 
one pope instead of two or three. 

Then, in the sixteenth century came the mighty Protestant 
Reformation which shook all Christendom. The consideration 
of this great movement is outside the province of this study but, 
in passing, we must note its effect upon the authority of popes 
and councils. 

In the Reformation devout scholars attempted to define 
and restore New Testament teachings which in their judgment 
had been ignored or misinterpreted. Among these New Testa- 
ment teachings that were lifted up by the reformers for study 
and consideration were the following: (1) man is justified 
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by his faith, whereas the Roman Church taught that works as 
prescribed by the clergy and the efficacious acts of the Church 
were essential to salvation. (2) the Bible is the Word of God 
and the infallible rule of faith and morals; whereas the Roman 
Catholic Church thas assumed that the actions of councils and 
popes were as authoritative as the Bible, putting so-called 
tradition on an equality with the inspired Scriptures; (3) the 
individual has the right to study and interpret the Bible ac- 
cording to his conscience enlightened by knowledge and the 
Holy Spirit, whereas the Roman Church maintained that it 
was the only qualified agency to interpret the Scriptures; (4) 
the individual has the right to free personal judgment, or 
freedom of conscience, whereas the Roman Church claimed to 
have the divine truth and the right to interpret and enforce 
that truth, and the right to stamp out all heresy, which may be 
described as any departure from its own interpretation of truth; 
(5) the priesthood of believers implied that man may go di- 
rectly to God through Jesus Christ without clerical intermedi- 
ary, whereas the Roman Church insisted upon the salvation of 
man being dependent upon the Church, which was assumed to 
have the keys. 

In the furious debates of these great issues the Reformers 
did not spare the errors and sins of popes and councils, when 
the Church claimed for itself supreme authority and infalli- 
bility. 

The effect of the Reformation upon the Roman Catholic 
Church was tremendous in two ways: (1) The Church tre- 
formed itself of many of the evils that had disgraced the 
papacy and clergy for centuries; and (2) by way of reaction 
prepared the temperament for the Council of Trent, which 
solidified the doctrines and authority of the Church, in keeping 
with papal desires. 

Schaff writes these significant words: 


The Council of Trent, far from being ecumenical, as it 
claimed to be, was simply a Roman Synod, where neither the 


* Creeds of Christendom, Vol. I, p. 95. 
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Protestant nor the Greek Church was represented; the Greeks 
were never invited, and the Protestants were condemned 
without a hearing . . . It completed, with the exception of a 
few controverted articles, the doctrinal system of Medieval 
Catholicism, and stamped upon it the character of exclusive 
Romanism. It settled its relation to Protestantism by thrusting 
it out of its bosom with the terrible solemnities of an anath- 
ema. Papal diplomacy and intrigue outmanaged all the more 
liberal elements. At the same time the Council abolished var- 
ious crying abuses, and introduced wholesome disciplinary 
reforms, as regards the sale of indulgences, the education and 
morals of the clergy, the monastic orders, etc. Thus the Prot- 
estant Reformation, after all, had indirectly a wholesome 
effect upon the Church which condemned it. 


Then the Vatican Council in 1870 brought to climactic con- 
clusion the evolution of the supreme authority of the pope over 
all other power including the authority of ecumenical councils 
in these words: 


And since by the divine right of Apostolic primacy, the 
Roman Pontiff is placed over the universal Church, we fur- 
ther teach and declare that he is the supreme judge of the 
faithful, and that in all causes, the decision of which belongs 
to the Church, recourse may be had to his tribunal, and that 
none may re-open the judgment of the Apostolic See, than 
whose authority there is no greater, nor can any lawfully re- 
view its judgment. Wherefore they err from the right course 
who assert that it is lawful to appeal from the judgments of 
the Roman Pontiffs to an ecumenical Council, as to an. au- 
thority higher than that of the Roman Pontiff (Schaff, 
op. cit. Vol. II, pp. 264-5). 


Now we have seen the amazing growth of papal power in 
relation to ecumenical councils. For seven hundred years the 
supreme authority of the Church in defining doctrines, morals 
and discipline was the ecumenical council. This idea was never 
lost in the East. But in the West, where the historical circum- 
stances were favorable for the concentration of power in the 
bishop of Rome, authority came to be more and more so con- 
centrated. There were always those who insisted upon the 
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rightness of supreme authority in the councils. With the utter 
moral and spiritual degradation of the papacy, the Councils 
of Pisa, Constance, and Basle proclaimed the superiority of 
the council over the pope. But the Council of Florence in 1439 
again declared the pope supreme, thinking that the Eastern 
Church might be brought under Roman authority inasmuch as 
the Moslem Turks were threatening Constantinople, and West- 
ern military aid was therefore most enticing. Then, after the 
Reformation, the Council of Trent (1543-1563), dominated 
by the papal forces declared for papal power. The Vatican 
Council in 1870 made future councils for defining doctrine 
superfluous, for all authority was handed over to the pope. 


EVOLUTION OF THE IDEA OF ONE TRUE 
CHRISTIAN CHURCH 


The review of the evolution of the concept of one, and 
only one, true Christian Church should not detain us long. 

We have seen that the local churches founded by the 
apostles were given special honor. They were thought to have 
the truth of God assured to them because an apostle had the 
truth firsthand. Irenaeus thought Rome had the truth of God 
assured because of Peter and Paul; and Smyrna had the true 
doctrine because Polycarp had known John. Ephesus had pres- 
tige because Paul was there so long; and Antioch was revered 
because of Paul, Peter and other leaders of the early Church. 

So, at first, it is clear that the truth of God came to the 
local church through the instrumentality of an apostle or 
someone who had. learned from an apostle. It is also clear 
that many local churches had access to divine truth independ- 
ently:of one another. Rome was not dependent upon Smyrna, 
Antioch or Ephesus, and none of them was dependent 
upon: Rome. They all had the truth of God. This was the 
understanding of Clement, Bishop of Rome, in 95 AD., 
as stated in Chapter III. 
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As time went on, the churches became farther removed from 
the apostles and conflicts increased. Not only were there 
pagans to combat, but there were various attempts to formu- 
late theological interpretations of the Christian faith. Sincere 
people were open to criticism and possible heresy, increasing 
the need for utterly dependable Christian truth. 

In those critical times it was practical for Christians to 
trust their bishops who presumably had had best opportunity 
to know the truth. That is undoubtedly why Ignatius, Irenaeus, 
Cyprian and others stressed the importance of seeking the truth 
from bishops. As late as the Council of Chalcedon (451) it is 
perfectly clear that divine truth was to be found in any of the 
patriarchates, such as, Rome, Antioch, Alexandria, Jerusalem 
or Constantinople. But it is also clear as late as the Second 
Council of Nicaea (787) that the way to define divine truth 
was through the deliberate decisions of ecumenical councils. 

For seven centuries no particular city and no particular of- 
ficial and no particular church had divine truth assured, but 
the whole body of Christians had the truth of God for all 
practical purposes through the Bible, the testimony of apostles 
and their descendants, and the considered and devout judg- 
ment of legally assembled representatives of the Church under 
the leadership of the Holy Spirit. 

When most of the Christian Church disappeared in the 
Moslem invasion, leaving only the Roman and Constantinople 
patriarchates, these two remained the accepted channels of 
divine truth. But these two were growing farther and farther 
apart. After the seven great ecumenical councils the East be- 
came a sphere of influence around Constantinople, and the 
West, around Rome. 

This Roman sphere of influence gave more and more power 
to the bishop of Rome, so that it was quite natural that 
“supreme authority and divine truth should be thought to reside 
in Rome. 

The bold claims of power residing in the pope, as expressed 
in medieval centuries, lost during the reforming councils, de- 
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clared anew after the Reformation in the Council of Trent 
and with still more vigor in the Vatican Council of 1870, led 
to the logical conclusion that there is only one such Church, 
for there could be no other. 

The fallacy, of course, lies in the extravagant claims of 
papal power. We have seen that these claims are not supported 
in the Bible nor in the writings of the Apostolic Fathers. We 
have also seen how these unfounded claims developed through 
the process of history. It seems perfectly obvious that the 
Roman Catholic claim that it is the only true Christian Church 
is historically unsound. 

Before concluding this chapter, a distinction should be 
made between the Protestant and Roman Catholic mind as to 
the validity of evidence. The value of the historical evidence 
presented in the foregoing pages will probably be convincing 
to most Protestants, but not to many Roman Catholics. Why? 
Because the Protestant thinks that historical facts are con- 
vincing evidence in matters of religion as well as in other 
areas of inquiry. But the Roman Catholic thinks that there is 
one ultimate criterion for religious truth, namely, what the 
Roman Catholic Church has declared to be true. In substance, 
wnat his church says is true is, for the Roman Catholic, true, 
whether it is supported by historical evidence or not, and even 
though it may be in contradiction of such evidence. 

Cecil John Cadoux in Catholicism and Christianity,* quotes 
Manning in 1865 as saying, ‘“The appeal to antiquity is both 
a treason and a heresy. It is a treason because it rejects the 
Divine voice of the Church at this hour, and a heresy because 
it denies that voice to be Divine.” He quoted another Roman 
Catholic authority as follows: 


A Catholic rests his faith not on his reading of history, 
but upon the teaching of what he believes to be the One 
Catholic Church of Christ; if then his reading of history 
should clash with the teaching of the Church, he will know 


* Dial Press, New York: 1929, p. 504. 


EVOLUTION OF CATHOLIC CHURCH 91 


that his reading of historical facts has in some way been de- 
ficient and erroneous. 


Then Cadoux says, “Exactly: one’s reading of historical 
facts must be doctored, manipulated, twisted, and forced, if 
it cannot otherwise be harmonized with the dogmatic pro- 
nouncements of the Church.” 


QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER IV 


1. What is meant by the term “Monarchical Hierarchy’’ ? 


2. What steps can be traced in the evolution of the Monarchical 
Hierarchy ? 


3. Did the Church Fathers consider the Bishop of Rome to be the 
Pope in the modern use of that term? Did Irenaeus? Cyprian? 
Ambrose? Jerome? Augustine? 


4. Who formulated the doctrines of the Early Church? 


5. What does this suggest as to the supreme authority in the Early 
Church ? 


6. How did supreme authority pass to the Pope? When did the 
change occur? What forces brought about the evolution? 


7. Trace the steps in the evolution of the idea of only one true 
Church. 


CHAPTER V 


CONCLUSION 


| i THE light of this historical survey, what could one say to 

the three young ladies who came to my door irritated and 
confused, as they argued about what is the first and true 
Church ? 

First, it should be made clear, that the Roman Catholic 
Church as we know it today is not the same church that Jesus 
founded, even though there is a certain amount of historical 
continuity. Christ did not appoint Peter a pope in anything like 
the sense the term is used today. Peter did not understand that 
he had been appointed that kind of pope. Paul did not 
understand it so, and neither did any writer in the New 
Testament. 

It is also clear that among the Apostolic Fathers, writing 
in that period from the death of Peter and Paul till one hun- 
dred years following, no one knew or understood that the 
bishop of Rome had infallible knowledge of divine truth and 
morals, and no one knew or understood that he was the head 
of the Christian Church with supreme jurisdictional authority. 

This idea, current among Roman Catholics, that the 
Roman pontiff is Vicar of Christ, supreme head of the Church, 
deserving the submission of all Christians throughout the 
world in matters of faith, morals and discipline, is an idea 
that was foreign to the Christian Church one hundred years 
after the death of Peter and Paul; was foreign to the Christian 
Church as late as the Council of Chalcedon (451) and the 
death of Augustine (430). It did not even appear in the first 
seven ecumenical councils, the last being as late as 787. 

The idea was not shared by Pope Gregory the Great (590- 
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604), but it developed rapidly after that time, for Gregory 
VII (1073-1085) declared his high office in strong terms. The 
power of the papacy, developed after Gregory the Great, was 
eclipsed by the reforming councils when moral corruption and 
selfish grasping for power by the popes necessitated reform. 
The Council of Pisa (1409) and the Council of Constance 
(1414) both declared the supremacy of ecumenical councils 
over popes. But the Council of Trent (1543-1563), influenced 
by the Protestant Reformation, made important reforms in 
the Church and gave eminence to the pope. Then the Vatican 
Council in 1870 went all the way to declare the pope infallible 
in matters of doctrine and morals, and the supreme authority 
in discipline for all Christendom, anathematizing all persons 
and churches that do not accord that supreme position to the 
Roman pontiff. 

It should also be noted that the Christian world never has 
acknowledged the unique claims of the Roman Catholic 
Church. Three of the five great patriarchates of early Christen- 
dom (Antioch, Alexandria and Jerusalem) disappeared as 
Christian areas when the Moslems conquered Palestine, Egypt 
and North Africa. Those great Christian areas never recog- 
nized Roman bishops as being any more authoritative than 
their own bishops. 

The patriarch of Constantinople and the pope of Rome 
had their respective areas where they were given special recog- 
nition and authority, but in no such terms as declared by the 
Vatican Council. The Church in the East and the Church in 
the West drifted apart and the Eastern Church never did give 
jurisdictional authority to Rome. Finally, they completely went 
their separate ways. 

History shows clearly that the bishop of Rome became 
the head of the Western Church, never the head of the whole 
Christian Church. He had some semblance to headship by 
the process of elimination, three patriarchs having been elimi- 
nated by Moslems and the other remaining apart with full 
confidence in his own equality. The Western Church, with 
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headquarters at Rome, took advantage of its location and 
evangelized Europe, growing into a mighty Church. 

What shall we now say about Protestant Churches? They 
are Churches too. There probably never would have been a 
Protestant Reformation, if the Western Church under Roman 
popes had maintained the Christian program on a worthy moral 
and spiritual level. But everyone knows, Roman Catholic as 
well as Protestant historians, that during the medieval ages 
popes appeared to be more interested in their property, wealth 
and political power than they were in morality and spirituality. 
The Western Church sank disgracefully low, not for a year, 
but for centuries. A reformation had to come. 

The Protestant Reformation broke out over the abusive 
way in which indulgences were being sold in Germany. John 
Tetzel was taking unfair advantage of ignorant German 
peasants and raising large sums of money for Rome. Martin 
Luther objected. That was the occasion, the overt act that 
started the Reformation. Once started, many problems, dif- 
ferences in interpretation, abuses, were thrown open for dis- 
cussion and solution. Some had been of long standing. 
Thorough treatment of the problems and issues of the Pro- 
testant Reformation are outside the purview of this study. 

But some things must be understood, so that we may 
properly appraise the Protestant Churches. Martin Luther 
translated the Bible in the German language so lay people 
could read the Scriptures. Before that the Bible was for the 
clergy to read. Luther was trying to get people to go to the 
source of religious truth, the Bible. That is probably the most 
fundamental idea of the Reformation. Reformers attempted to 
skip the long centuries, during which evils crept into the 
Church, and return to the original Christian Gospel as pre- 
sented in the New Testament. John Calvin also taught the 
Scriptures with great care after the most scholarly study. Calvin 
also made much of the form of church government, seeing 
the New Testament church as very different from the hier- 
archical organization of the Roman Catholic Church of his 
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day. The organizing of every Protestant Church, from Luther 
and Calvin to our time, has been an effort to get back to the 
New Testament, back to the Gospel. Each has also been an 
effort to restore the kind of religious organization most tre- 
sembling that of the New Testament church in spirit. 

The hazard of this freedom to go directly to the Bible for 
doctrine, morals and form of church government has been 
demonstrated again and again in the prolific growth in the 
number of denominations. On the contrary, the hazard of the 
Roman Catholic Church is that people do not have to think 
about their religion, but do have to accept what someone else 
has thought. The Roman Catholic Church accepts the dictator- 
ship of the Roman Pontiff in matters of doctrine, morals and 
church government and discipline, assuming that that dictator- 
ship has come by appointment from Christ. This historical 
survey has proved, we believe, that this assumption is gratui- 
tous, contrary to history, contrary to the New Testament, and 
is the fruit of a long process of history during the mediaeval 
ages. 

It should be noted further, that the major emphases of the 
Reformers were valid and vital in the sixteenth century and 
are still valid and vital in the twentieth century. Protestantism 
maintains: (1) that man is justified by his faith in Jesus Christ 
as Savior and Lord and not by the observance of rules, formulas 
and works as prescribed by clergy or the church. Protestantism 
maintains that these principles are not only valid and vital 
today, but are inthe direction of progress and liberty, looking 
toward the future. Whereas authoritarianism is akin to the 
past and finds its major counterpart today in the resurgence of 
totalitarianism in the form of either Fascism or Communism. 
(2) That the Bible rather than the church, is the supreme 
authority in religion, the “infallible rule of faith and practice,” 
and the foundational source of Christian theology; (3) That 
the Bible is to be interpreted by persons informed by the best 
available scholarship and enlightened by the Holy Spirit, 
rather than the authoritarian deliverances of the church; (4) 
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That the individual as a child of God has the inherent right to 
freedom of thought and freedom of conscience, rather than to 
be subject to the deliverances of an authoritarian church; (5) 
That all men are equal before God and have the full privilege 
of approaching God in reverence without the aid of an inter- 
mediary other than Jesus Christ. 

The Protestant acknowledges the Roman Catholic Church 
as a valid church with doctrines based upon the Holy Scriptures 
and faith in the Triune God. The Protestant acknowledges all 
other organizations as valid churches when they are based 
upon the Holy Scriptures and faith in the Triune God. No 
true Protestant would be likely to consider his own denomi- 
nation as the only true church any more than he would tolerate 
the assumption that the Roman Catholic Church is the only 
true church. Rather, a real Protestant knows that the Christian 
religion is greater than any human experience, so that man, 
whether pope, clergyman or layman, is not perfect in his wor- 
ship nor in his knowledge of God. God reveals Himself to 
man, but man sees God through man’s imperfect and colored 
glasses. 

The Protestant believes that, despite man’s imperfections, 
the Christian religion offers eternal truth. God has revealed 
himself to the soul of man and the Bible contains much of 
that revelation. God has deep concern for man and has com- 
pleted the gift of free salvation. The good news of God’s 
great love and redemption is the Gospel. Man receives salvation 
by trustful faith in and commitment to Jesus Christ as Lord, 
leading to obedience to the divine will. 

Those who do commit themselves to Jesus Christ join the 
fellowship of believers, which is the body of Christ, the 
Church. This is a fellowship of committed persons, of faith, 
of love, of consecration, and of service; it is a working force 
for God in the salvation of other souls, in the destruction of 
evil, and in the promotion of good; it is an institution of wor- 
ship, providing the method, the occasion and the experience; 
it is an institution specializing in personality growth, in de- 
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veloping perspective for time and eternity, in properly apprais- 
ing both matter and spirit, in increasing a true appreciation of 
God and His Kingdom, in developing the spirit of steward- 
ship, in achieving fundamental joy, in attaining peace of mind 
even in difficult experiences and in expressing gratitude to 
God for His manifold gifts of love and redemption. 

Most Protestants make no pretense to having attained per- 
fection but, like Paul, they continue to press on toward the 
mark of the high calling of God in Christ Jesus. We have 
every reason to believe that every sincere soul that commits 
himself to the Lord in faith, will be secure in God, whether 
he be Presbyterian, Methodist, Baptist, Lutheran, Episcopalian, 
Congregational, Disciple, Roman Catholic, or of any other 
denomination that honors Jesus Christ as Lord and Savior. 


A SINCERE APPEAL 


In conclusion, I should like to make a sincere appeal to 
Roman Catholics who are intelligent and intellectually free 
and disposed to give historical evidence its true value to ex- 
amine the facts of history. Iam sure there must be many Roman 
Catholics who are not fully satisfied, and not a few who must 
be intellectually ill at ease, that their Church consistently and 
vigorously repudiates historical evidence that would be ac- 
cepted in any court of law. Why are the traditions of the 
Church accepted in preference to the evidence of history? 
Why are not the traditions and claims of the Roman Church 
supported by historical evidence? 

It is my opinion that the Roman Catholic Church has 
adopted a strategy that will defeat itself in the long run. It 
is not true that Christ gave unique authority to Peter, and that 
Christ intended to pass authority through succeeding bishops 
of Rome. It is not true that Christ intended that any church 
official should be made infallible in matters of doctrine and 
morals. Those ideas evolved in the process of history, but they 
were not included in the teachings of Jesus. They are entirely 
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incompatible with the democratic process of Jesus in dealing 
with his disciples. 

Those ideas and those claims were permissible, even wel- 
come, in the Dark Ages in which they developed. In the 
Dark Ages the influences of paganism and ignorance were 
almost overwhelming. People had little sense of right and 
wrong. Illiteracy was common and literacy almost unique. 
Authority and power went to those who could get it and keep 
it. In such a world the Church could claim infallible wisdom, 
infallible truth, inerrancy in morals, supreme and unique 
authority, without much liability that anyone would deny it, 
much less disprove it. 

But we are living in a different world today. People want 
facts. They demand evidence. They insist upon the truth. Free- 
dom of research, freedom of thought, freedom of speech, 
almost universal literacy in a land like the United States, unite 
in posing a difficult problem to unique claims that history 
repudiates. 

The Roman Catholic Church deplores the Renaissance and 
the Reformation. But these are historical facts and constitute 
very significant contributions to modern culture. The Roman 
Church repudiates many of these contributions and finds 
sanctuary in unique claims to supreme authority and infallible 
truth. 

Protestants have paid little attention to these exclusive 
claims, thinking they were so absurd that they might well be 
ignored. Many Protestants probably have not even known that 
the Roman Catholic Church makes such claims. But recent 
Roman strategy calls for zealous propagation of the faith 
among so-called ‘‘non-Catholics.”’ This zeal in propagating the 
faith, based on exclusive claims that are repudiated by histori- 
cal evidence, will probably hasten the decline of the Roman 
Catholic Church. 

This Church has grown tremendously in the United States, 
primarily by means of immigration. Under the benefit of free- 
dom of worship it has made most encouraging progress. It will 
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probably throw to the winds its gains if it presses its exclusive 
claims. Those exclusive claims belong to the Medieval Church, 
not to the Church of Christ’s day, nor to the Church of the 
twentieth and succeeding centuries. The more the Roman 
Church presses those exclusive claims upon the twentieth 
century, the more people will be compelled to compare those 
claims with history, and will inevitably find them repudiated 
by any fair study of historical evidence. A world of high lit- 
eracy and ability to weigh historical evidence will increasingly 
repudiate a religion that repudiates the clear implications of 
history. 

Not only will the pressing of the Roman exclusive claims 
accelerate the decline of the Roman Catholic Church in the 
United States, but it is most unfortunate for our world that 
so large a segment of Christianity should be committed to 
claims that are divisive. With secularism and Communism so 
aggressive and powerful, it is nothing less than lamentable that 
Christian forces should be divided and competitive. The world. 
needs the religion of Jesus more than it needs anything else 
in all the world. 

The Roman Catholic Church is agreeable that all Christen- 
dom should be united and that all Christians should come into 
the Roman Church. Protestants would agree that all Christians 
should unite in the Church of the New Testament. Those two 
ideas may not seem to be very far apart, but there is a deep 
gulf fixed between them. The exclusive claims of the Roman 
Church, developed in the Dark Ages, violate the Christian 
liberty of the New Testament. Protestantism, built exclusively 
upon the New Testament, will not accept the accretions of the 
Dark Ages. There is the impasse. 

This day needs the collaboration of all Christian forces to 
meet the demands of our time. If Roman Catholic, Eastern 
Orthodox, and Protestant Christians could find some basis of 
co-operation the spiritual sickness of our world might be 
healed. It need not be necessary that the three Christian seg- 
ments should forsake their peculiar emphases in order to 
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achieve co-operation. There are honest differences of opinion 
among Protestant denominations in the National Council of 
the Churches of Christ in the United States of America, but 
they are learning to co-operate in great and significant ways. 
The World Council of Churches includes many honest dif- 
ferences, but ecumenical Christianity is becoming a mighty 
force in our time. 

We may say, with reasonable confidence, that the best 
things in Roman Catholicism, Eastern Orthodoxy and Prot- 
estantism are the best things in Christianity. No student of 
history would be likely to deny that Christian thought has 
undergone modifications in the process of history. The effort 
to formulate the religious events and experiences of the New 
Testament and of the very early Church into a systematized 
theology was the major intellectual task of the early centuries— 
particularly the first five centuries—of the Christian Church. 

Each generation interprets the Christian truth in the light 
of its own experience. To fail to do so would be to fail to 
speak the language of a given time. The essentials of Christian- 
ity do not change, but people change from generation to 
generation in their intellectual concepts and in their use and 
understanding of language. Christianity is eternal and timeless, 
but it needs to be interpreted in every generation if it is to be 
meaningful and fruitful. 

The urgency of our times lays heavy responsibility upon 
the religious forces of America to search for a common basis 
for co-operation. The search must be made in humility and in 
the spirit of prayer. 

We believe that Christians who simply and sincerely fol- 
low the Master should be able to find a basis for co-operation, 
even though they have grown up under traditions differing 
as widely as the Roman Catholic, Eastern Orthodox, and Prot- 
estant traditions. If all follow the Master who prayed that all 
might be one, surely there must be a way to co-operate, if we 
have the will to discover it and the courage to achieve it. 

I am confident that the major part of Protestantism would 
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be eager to co-operate with Roman Catholicism, and Eastern 
Orthodoxy on the basis of the New Testament and the first 
five centuries of the Christian Church. All three segments of 
Christianity honor the New Testament, and all three under- 
stand that their historic moorings are in the New Testament 
and the early centuries of the Christian Church. A joint study 
of the New Testament and the early Church by competent 
historians committed to an honest effort to find bases for co- 
operation would certainly lift up many Christian values that 
would be common to Roman Catholic, Eastern Orthodox, and 
Protestant Christians. 

I submit that the time is overripe for devout Christians, 
steeped in the lore of these three traditions, and competent 
students of history, to sit down together in humility and try 
to find in the New Testament and the history of the early 
‘Church bases of co-operation. There certainly must be some 
areas that would lend themselves to collaboration. 

Our world is in desperate need of spiritual guidance and 
the spiritual forces of the Western world are divided into 
three parts. The world needs Christ and, behold, Christ’s 
Church fritters its dynamic in divisive claims and fratricidal 
competition. Are we disciples of Nero or of Christ, that we are 
satisfied to play the fiddle while Rome burns? Have we for- 
gotten that Christ died on an ugly cross to create Christians 
worthy of great responsibilities ? Is our vision so blurred that we 
cannot see that Christ’s Church is great enough to include Ro- 
man Catholics, Protestants, and Eastern Orthodox Christians? 
Are we Christians of the twentieth century fit to represent the 
Church of the living Christ in our day? Do we have the stamina 
to confront the principalities and powers of our world, repre- 
sented by Communism on the one hand, and materialistic 
secularism on the other, with the living dynamic of Christian 
faith? 

I promise to secure competent Protestant scholars of 
the New Testament and Church History who will sit down 
dispassionately and collaborate with competent Roman Catholic 
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and Eastern Orthodox scholars in an effort to discover areas 
of Christian co-operation to match our day. Are there among 
these other traditions any who yearn to seek bases of Christian 
fellowship that may confront our neurotic and frustrated world 
with the united dynamic of Christ’s Gospel and Church? 


QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER V 


1. Using only 250 words, try to formulate an answer to the question 
of the three girls who wanted to know whether or not it was true 
that the Roman Catholic Church was the first and only true Church. 


2. What spirit do you think Protestants should show toward Roman 
Catholics ? 


3. Pope Pius IX said to Protestants and to all others who rejected 
his exclusive claims, ‘““Let him be anathema!’’ Should Protestants 
reciprocate and call down upon the heads of the Roman Catholics 
a similar curse? 


4, Why can Protestants afford to be kind and generous in the face 
of Papal anathemas ? 
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